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SENATE—Monday, July 11, 1983

The Senate met at 12 noon, and was
called to order by Hon. THAD COCHRAN,
aiSenator from the State of Mississip-
pi.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

Unless the Lord build the house,
those who built it labor in vain. Unless
the Lord waiches over the city, the
watichman stays awake in vain.—
Psalm 127: 1.

We thank Thee gracious Lord for
the benefits enjoyed during recess: the
time with our families, rest and relax-
ation, contacts with the people, and
the work accomplished in office here
and at home. We pray Thy peace and
comfort for those working with Sena-
tor MELcHER who suffered the tragedy
in his home office.

Now the Senate faces a demanding
schedule. Help us Lord to order our
priorities rightly. Deliver us from the
futility of lost causes and bankrupt
ideas. Save us Lord from thinking we
are thinking when all we are doing is
rearranging our prejudices. Help us to
think originally, creatively, construc-
tively. Lord God, let Thy will be done
in hearts and homes and offices. We
pray in the name of Him whose
human perfection lay in obedience to
Thee. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., July 11, 1983.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I
hereby appoint the Honorable THAD CoOCH-
RAN, & Senator from the State of Mississippi,
to perform the duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. COCHRAN thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the

majority leader is recognized.
Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

THE TWO OPTIONS OF FRANZ
KAFKA

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, last
Sunday, July 3, marked the 100th an-
niversary of the birth of Franz Kafka.
In honor of this great man, this week’s
poem will be in the form of a letter,
one that Kafka wrote to his friend
Max Brod on October 8, 1912. In the
letter, Kafka revealed that he felt like
he only had two options left open to
him, and I ask unanimous consent
that passages from the letter be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the ex-
cerpts were ordered to be printed in
the REcorb, as follows:

. . . either to jump out the window after
everyone has gone to bed or go to the facto-
ry and my brother-in-law's office daily for
the next fourteen days., The first would give
me the opportunity to rid myself of all re-
sponsibility for my interrupted writing and
the neglected factory; the second would cut
short my writing, of course—I simply can’t
wipe the sleeplessness of fourteen nights
out of my eyes—but would allow me, if I had
enough willpower and hope, the prospect of
again possibly taking up at the point where
I stopped today.

But I haven't jumped and the temptation
to make this letter a farewell letter (my rea-
sons for writing it lie in other directions) is
not very strong. I stood at the window for a
long time, pressing my face against the
glass, and I felt more than once like scaring
the toll-collector on the bridge by my
plunge. But during all that time I had too
firm a hold on myself to become depressed
by the decision to the point of smashing
myself to pieces on the pavement. It also
seemed to me that staying alive would inter-
rupt my writing less—even if all one does is
talk about interruption—than death, and
that between the beginning of the novel and
its continuation in two weeks I will some-
how, while in the factory and satisfying my
parents, move and live in the heart of my
novel.

TRIBUTE TO FORMER SENATOR
LEN JORDAN

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may I
take this opportunity to express my
regret at the passing of our former col-
league, the Senator from Idaho, Len
Jordan. Len Jordan died on June 30 at
the age of 84.

Senator Jordan served in the Senate
from 1962 to 1973, and was a respected
member on this side of the aisle.
Before arriving in the Senate, Len
served as a member of the Interna-
tional Development Advisory Board
and as Governor of Idaho from 1951 to
1955. He also served in the Idaho Leg-
islature.

I know all Members will join in send-
ing their sympathies to Senator Jor-
dan’s wife Grace, to the Jordan family

and the State of Idaho for the loss of
a distinguished public servant.

THE RECORD OF ACHIEVEMENT
OF THE SENATE DURING THE
FIRST SESSION, 98TH CON-
GRESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment on this, the Sen-
ate’s first day of business after the
July 4 recess, to reflect on the Sen-
ate’s truly remarkable record of
achievement in the first session of the
98th Congress.

Since the beginning of this session,
the Senate has passed 248 pieces of
legislation, including 75 Senate bills,
43 Senate joint resolutions, 77 Senate
resolutions, 14 Senate concurrent reso-
lutions, 23 House resolutions, 8 House
joint resolutions, and 8 House concur-
rent resolutions. This is a remarkable
yield for this body, and I want to con-
gratulate all Members of the Senate.

Many of our accomplishments this
session have been difficult; several of
them have been indeed historic. The
Senate passed H.R. 1900, the social se-
curity reform measure that insures
the continued safety of social security.
The Senate passed S. 529, the Immi-
gration Reform and Control Act of
1983, which is a sweeping and much-
needed adjustment of our Nation's im-
migration policies. After an arduous
debate, the Senate approved Senate
Concurrent Resolution 27, the first
concurrent budget resolution for fiscal
year 1984. The Senate also did what it
likes to do least of all, I sometimes
think, and that is pass an increase in
the debt limit, H.R. 2990.

Perhaps equally as remarkable is the
fact that the Senate has received six
appropriations bills from the House,
and has already passed four. Compara-
tively, in 1981 and 1982, no appropria-
tion bills had been passed or even re-
ceive by this time in the Senate.

Other measures that the Senate has
passed this session include: HR. 1718,
the payment-in-kind tax treatment for
farmers; S. 46, the Shipping Act;
S. 144, the International Trade and
Investment Act; S. 445, the Bankrupt-
cy Act; S. 695, the IMF authorization;
and S. 66, the Cable Telecommunica-
tions Act.

There have been 12 wilderness relat-
ed bills passed thus far by the Senate
in the 98th Congress, including the
adoption of S. 96 which authorizes the
acquisition of land for an addition to
the Effigy National Forest, and S. 543,
the Wyoming Wilderness Act, which
includes certain national forest system
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lands in the State of Wyoming for in-
clusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System.

In the area of foreign affairs, the
Senate proved that it was ready to
meet the challenge of global develop-
ments and relations. Senate Resolu-
tion 112 expressed the Senate’s con-
cern for the refugees and civilians
caught in the armed conflict on the
Thailand and Kampuchea border.
Senate Concurrent Resolution 11 pro-
tested Soviet emigration policies and
called on the Soviet leadership to im-
prove their human rights positions.
The plights of Anatoly Shcharansky,
Andrei Sakharov and Ida Nudel were
characterized through Senate Resolu-
tion 133 and Senate Joint Resolution
96 which also reflected on the problem
of Soviet Jewry and Helsinki Human
Rights Day.

At home, National Child Abuse Pre-
vention Week was the driving force
behind Senate Joint Resolution 21,
and Women's History Week was recog-
nized. S. 61 authorized the establish-
ment of the Nancy Hanks Center,
which commemorated the achieve-
ments of the former head of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts. Senate
Resolution 132 supported Small Busi-
ness Week in America.

Mr. President, obviously, none of
these accomplishments could have
been done without the cooperation of
Members from both sides of the aisle
and, in particular, the distinguished
minority leader. I wish to thank him
and my colleagues for enabling the
Senate to act in quite a productive
manner.

SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, under
the order previously entered, the
Senate stood in adjournment wuntil
noon today, and by unanimous con-
sent the reading of the Journal has
been dispensed with, the call of the
calendar has been dispensed with, no
resolutions shall come over under the
rule, and the morning hour has been
deemed to have expired.

There will be a period for the trans-
action of routine morning business,
Mr. President, of not more than 1
hour in length in which Senators may
speak for not more than 10 minutes
each.

May I say, Mr. President, if there is
no demand for time for the transac-
tion of routine morning business prior
to the hour of 1 p.m., it will be the in-
tention of the leadership to advance
the time for the consideration of the
Department of Defense authorization
bill to an earlier hour, perhaps as
early as 12:30.

DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION BILL

The reason for that is that the bill,
of course, is a controversial measure;
there will be a great deal of debate on
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it. It is the intention of the leadership
on this side to ask the Senate to finish
this bill this week, and in order to do
s0 we will need all the time we can get.
It grieves me to say so, but it also
means that it may be necessary to ask
the Senate to stay in late evenings in
order to accomplish that purpose. But
I think it is absolutely essential that
we make our best efforts, indeed that
we succeed in passing the Department
of Defense authorization bill this week
not only because it is an important
measure but also because there are ap-
propriations bills and other important
pieces of legislative business that are
stacked up behind it that must be
dealt with in the month of July.

Mr. President, is there any time re-
maining for me under the standing
order?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield it
to the acting minority leader, if he
wishes.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The acting minority leader is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, we
have no need for the time of the
Democratic leader and, therefore, I
yield that time back.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transac-
tion of routine morning business for
not to exceed 1 hour with statements
therein limited to 10 minutes each.

30TH ANNIVERSARY—APSA
CONGRESSIONAL FELLOWSHIP

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
am pleased to recognize the American
Political Science Association's congres-
sional fellowship program on its 30th
anniversary. It is the oldest programs
on Capitol Hill designed to place pro-
fessionals from a variety of back-
grounds in Congress for a year. During
their time here, they contribute their
skills and talents in return for a valua-
ble and much valued educational expe-
rience.

Since 1953, the American Political
Science Association has sponsored con-
gressional fellowships for more than
1,000 scholars, journalists, Federal ex-
ecutives, and professionals from this
country as well as from other nations,
Originally begun as a small program
with only six fellows—{five political sci-
entists and one journalist—the con-
gressional fellowship program now in-
cludes between 40 and 50 fellows each
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year from many different backgrounds
and funded in a number of different
ways.

The current class includes newspa-
per and television journalists, Federal
agency professionals, foreign service
officers, social scientists, and foreign
fellows sponsored by the German Mar-
shall Fund and the Asia Foundation.
Each of them competes for the oppor-
tunity to spend a year in Congress.

Over the years, more than 30 con-
gressional fellows have worked in my
office. As I look around me today, I re-
alize that three of my senior staffers—
one in my office and two with the
committees on which I serve—first
came to me as ASPA congressional fel-
lows.

Congressional fellows are serious,
hard working, and try to get the most
out of their experience here. They
also exhibit strong characteristics.

For instance, they are persistent,
yes, sometimes very persistent. One
Saturday, when a new fellow had been
assigned to cover my office phones, I
happened to call in. He asked me my
name, then demanded that I repeat it.
Finally, he made me spell it.

Fellows have inquiring minds, One
once tried to chronicle the lives and
loves of my personal staff. He was a
tireless questioner. Finally, my admin-
istrative assistant gave him the ulti-
mate hint. He moved the fellow’s desk
and chair outside into the corridor.

Fellows get the opportunity to work
on important, sometimes risky assign-
ments. In my office one of the most in-
teresting and coveted jobs is getting to
work on the Golden Fleece Award, a
prize I give monthly to the biggest,
most ridiculous, or most ironic exam-
ple of Government waste. Once a
fellow in the office researched a fleece
which, when released, happened to
make one very large former all-pro—
NFL that is—defensive tackle very
angry. Phone calls were exchanged
and the football star told us he was
coming to visit. That caused a hurried
huddle in the office. We discussed all
the options. Who should carry the
ball? Obviously the fellow. The defen-
sive tackle showed up that day, all 275
pounds of him. But the fellow? We
just could not find him.

Mr. President, fellows come to Con-
gress to learn. But while they are here
they do some teaching as well. Jour-
nalists in my office have shown us how
to research an issue. Civil servants
have enriched our understanding of
how laws are actually administered.
Both sides profit from the program,
which is the reason I think it is so val-
uable. For 30 years, the American Po-
litical Science Association’s congres-
sional fellowship program has been an
economical, cost-effective way to draw
upon an important resource for the
Congress. My congratulations on the
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program’s 30th anniversary. I hope
there are many more to come.

HOW A SINGLE NUCLEAR BOMB
COULD PARALYZE THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
without killing or injuring a single
American, the electromagnetic pulse—
known as EMP of just one 10 megaton
nuclear bomb exploded at 300 miles
above Kansas City could literally de-
stroy the operations of our Nation's
banks, telephones, and electric utili-
ties. It could shut down the Social Se-
curity Administration. It could close
much of the FBI. It could keep the In-
ternal Revenue Service from collecting
taxes. In an article in the June 28
issue of the New York Times, David
Burnham spells out in detail how this
could happen. The likelihood of such
an explosion this year or next is prob-
ably small, but as the arms race speeds
ahead, and technology races along
with it, the situation could change.
Then any of a number of countries—or
even a terrorist organization which
came into possession of such a nuclear
weapon and the capacity to lift it far
above the Earth and explode it, could
paralyze this country.

Back in 1962, the United States ex-
ploded an experimental hydrogen
bomb 248 miles above the Pacific. In a
split second, 800 miles away in Hawaii,
street lights failed, burglar alarms
started ringing, and circuit breakers
popped in powerlines. Today this

country is especially wvulnerable to

such an explosion. More than half of
our entire GNP is based on communi-
cation. Here is how the New York
Times article describes our vulnerabil-
ity to a 10 megaton nuclear explosion
300 miles over the center of our coun-
try.

Most of the Nation's banks could not
operate without the complex electron-
ic network operated by the Federal
Reserve. The Internal Revenue Serv-
ice could not collect taxes without its
special network. The Federal Bureau
of Investigation maintains a third na-
tional communications system that is
used by Federal, State, and local crim-
inal justice agencies all over the coun-
try to exchange information about
wanted persons and stolen property.
Several privately owned companies
have developed computerized systems
to provide local merchants almost in-
stantaneous information about mil-
lions of Americans creditworthiness.
All of this could perish with a single
massive electromagnetic pulse.

We are spending nearly $100 million
annually to protect military weapons
and military communication against
the effects of an electromagnetic
pulse. And there have been tentative
efforts to discover how we might pro-
tect our vital communications and
power systems. Spending money and
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engaging in research unfortunately
cannot assure us that we can develop
the means of protecting our country
at any cost. Generally military offen-
sive measures can easily outpace any
defensive measures. If a few hundred
million or a few billion dollars can pro-
tect us against a rudimentary EMP
from a 10 megaton bomb, would it pro-
tect us from a larger bomb, or a
number of 10 megaton bombs? Could
the electromagnetic pulse advance to a
point where it could defeat any de-
fense?

This development, Mr. President,
should remind us of how very frail and
fragile is our great country with our
immensely productive economy, and
how much more frail it is becoming
with the onrush of the nuclear arms
race. Here we stand as the supreme
military power in the free world. We
have a gross national product twice as
great as the Soviet Union. Our science
and technology is the envy of the
world. And yet one bomb that killed
no one, exploded hundreds of miles in
the air, could in effect strike us deaf
and dumb.

If we needed another reminder of
the urgency of reaching a comprehen-
sive halt to the arms race, an end to
testing as well as the production and
deployment of nuclear bombs, the
electromagnetic pulse should be it. No
one can foresee where the nuclear
arms race may lead. But consider the
possibilities of a nuclear attack preced-
ed by some variation of the electro-
magnetic pulse that could destroy our
communications industry. It would kill
our electric transmission and thereby
end radio and television communica-
tions. It might deaden our telephones.
Five or ten years from now, our com-
puters will have an even greater role,
in fact, a vital role in running our
economy. But with a sudden EMP,
they could all die. We could in the
fraction of a second become a helpless
paralytic of a nation, unable to speak
or hear and therefore unable to move
as a national force.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article to which I have
referred from the Tuesday, June 28
issue of the New York Times by David
Burnham be printed in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 28, 19831
EMP CouLp DESTROY THE NATION'S
COMMUNICATIONS.

(By David Burnham)

Technical experts in and out of govern-
ment are concerned that the highly comput-
erized economy of the United States could
be brought to a crippling halt by the electri-
cal effects of the explosion of a single nucle-
ar weapon a few hundred miles over the
center of the nation.

Because of this concern, the Reagan Ad-
ministration has begun greatly expanding &
program to protect radio stations, has start-
ed a research program to determine wheth-
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er steps can be taken to prevent the disrup-
tion of electrical power and has built a
backup emergency phone system for the
military.

“With the increasing computerization of
our society, this is a very real problem that
I believe that American people should be
aware of,” said George A. Eeyworth 2d, the
White House science adviser.

The invisible force, which some experts
say could possibly be released in a limited
nuclear war, would upset the vast electronic
networks that have become so essential to
the functioning of the nation’s public and
private operations. The force—called EMP,
for electromagnetic pulse—would disrupt
banks, telephones, electric utilities and vast
Government agencies such as the Social Se-
curity Administration, the Federal Bureau
of Investigation and the Internal Revenue
Service.

All nuclear explosions create EMP, al-
though the pulse dissipates rapidly in explo-
sions close to the earth's surface. But if a
nuclear device were detonated above the
earth’s atmosphere, there would be no blast,
shock, heat or roar—only an invisible, speed-
ing electromagnetic pulse. At this high alti-
tude, gamma rays and X-rays produced by
the blast shoot through space and spread
out over an extraordinarily wide area. Scien-
tists estimate that one 10-megaton burst 300
miles above the center of the United States
would create an intense burst of EMP capa-
ble of blanketing the entire country with a
pulse that would put 50,000 volts into every
meter of antenna. Metal objects such as
power and telephone lines would pick up
the jolt of electricity and deliver it to com-
puters and communication centers, where
delicate silicon chips would be knocked out
of action.

While military planners have worried
about EMP for many years, its potential
impact on the civilian economy has been
given little consideration until recently. An
example of this new concern was a state-
ment issued last month by the Department
of Energy warning that such an explosion
could seriously disrupt virtually every
aspect of American life because the nation’s
electrical power system is “highly vulnera-
ble to major disturbances."

Edward Teller, the pioneer nuclear scien-
tist, has also warned about the far-reaching
impact of EMP, “Civilians should remember
that their electronic watches might be de-
stroyed, television sets might become inop-
erable, cars with electronic ignition might
stop functioning, and almost every big in-
dustry with electronic components would be
affected,” he said last year.

The Pentagon first recognized that EMP
was a significant force In 1962 when the
United States exploded an experimental hy-
drogen bomb 248 miles above the Pacific
Ocean. A split second later, 800 miles away
in Hawaii, street lights failed, burglar
alarms started ringing and circuit breakers
popped open in power lines.

But EMP has become a growing concern
in the last few years because the rapid com-
puterization of almost every aspect of mili-
tary and civilian life in this country has left
the nation extraordinarily vulnerable to its
power.

Most of the nation’s banks could not oper-
ate without the complex electronic network
operated by the Federal Reserve. The Inter-
nal Revenue Service could not collect taxes
without its special network. The Federal
Bureau of Investigation maintains a third
national communications system that is
used by Federal, state and local criminal
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justice agencies all over the country to ex-
change information about wanted persons
and stolen property. Several privately
owned companies have developed computer-
ized systems to provide local merchants
almost instantaneous information about the
credit worthiness of millions of Americans.
EFFECT OF TESTING BAN

Because of the ban on atmospheric test-
ing, EMP experiments are hard to conduct
because they must be simulated. Further
compounding the difficulty of predicting
the precise effects of EMP, experts say, are
the different technical characteristics of the
various large computerized networks.

Donald C. Latham, Deputy Under Secre-
tary for Communications, Command, Con-
trol and Intelligence in the Defense Depart-
ment, reflected this uncertainty in an inter-
view: “The Bell System, for example, has
subjected several of its switches to experi-
mental jolts and they sailed through the
tests with only a couple of minor glitches.
But that’s not to say we know that the na-
tional telephone system would survive a
burst.”

Another reason for the recent concern in
the Government is the adoption by both the
Carter and Reagan Administrations of a nu-
clear strategy that includes the possibility
that this country might have to wage a
“prolonged, limited nuclear war.”

For a nation to conduct such a war, mili-
tary analysts stress, much would depend on
its ability to organize an effective civil de-
fense that would enable a large part of the
ip'cm;.;lat.!i:in to continue to house and feed

tself.

Many experts question the likelihood that
any nuclear war would be limited to the ex-
change of a handful of nuclear explosions.
“My personal feeling is that if an attack
ever came it would be a massive one on our
cities and military bases and the effect of
EMP on the civilian economy would be irrel-
evant,” said Dr. Gordon K. Soper, a senior
scientists in the Defense Nuclear Agency.
“But there has been a good deal of talk
about the possibility of a protracted nuclear
war." Mr. Latham, the Pentagon official, ex-
pressed the same kind of ambivalence. “I
don’t think a cheap shot is likely, but there
is no way we can know for sure.,” The possi-
bility of using EMP as a one-shot weapon is
not considered likely because of impossibil-
ity of predicting the exact response.

But the Reagan Administration is worried
enough about such a possibility to be spend-
ing close to $100 million a year on programs,
some classified, related to protecting mili-
tary weapons and communication lines
against the effects of EMP, and on conduct-
ing research on how this little-understood
Dhel:'l;omenon affects various kinds of equip-
ment.

The Administration has also begun to in-
crease spending on several limited programs
intended to protect several of the communi-
cations and power systems so vital to the ci-
vilian economy. It is under these programs
that the Federal Emergency Management
Agency has requested $3.7 million for a pro-
gram to increase the ability of radio stations
that would broadcast emergency warnings
to withstand the effects of EMP and fallout.
This is more than double what the agency is
now spending on the same project. Agency
officials said 125 of the 2,771 stations in the
emergency communications network had so
far been hardened to withstand EMP at an
average cost of about $60,000 per station.

PROTECTING AGAINST EMP

There are a number of complementary
technical strategies to protect electrical
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equipment against EMP. One is to build a
thin metal shield around sensitive installa-
tions. Known as a Faraday cage, this shield
acts as an antenna to soak up and remove
EMP energy that would otherwise knock
out the equipment. A highly experienced
engineer who was asked not to be identified
said this method had been adopted to pro-
tect some of the nation’s most important in-
telligence computers and communication
centers. Another strategy is to replace tradi-
tional copper lines with fiber optics, a com-
munication technique that is resistant to
EMP because the pulse passes right through
the thin glass threads that make up fiber
optic lines,

Another example of the Government's
new concern about the effects of EMP on
the civilian economy is its recent decision to
finance a research program to better protect
electrical utilities against EMP. Nearly 60
percent of the nation’s electrical industry
relies on delicate computers fqr the orches-
tration of power reduction. The initial
phase of the protection research is expected
to cost $1 million.

“The potential chaos that may be created
by high altitude EMP has national security
implications,” the Energy Department said
in a statement explaining why it had started
the new research program. “During a period
of national crisis, electrical power will be re-
quired to operate military installations, civil
defense facilities and critical industries. In
addition, if EMP caused a disruption of the
financial, manufacturing, retail, transporta-
tion and communication industries as well
as basic utilities, serious economic and social
consequences would result. Disruption of
the nation's electrical power supply has
grave implications.”

In an article in Spectrum, the authorita-
tive magazine of the Institute of Electrical
and Electronics Engineers, Eric J. Lemer, a
contributing editor, expressed similar con-
cerns.

“The potential impact on the national
power grid of a small number of high alti-
tude EMP bursts would be comparable to
that produced by large lightning bolts hit-
ting every power line segment in the coun-
try,” he said. “When it is considered that
two ordinary lightning bolts were the proxi-
mate cause of the 1977 New York City
blackout, it is easy to see why many ana-
lysts believe that a complete shutdown of
the national power grid could be achieved
by a handful of EMP detonations.”

Robert Gradle, a vice president of the
American Telephone and Telegraph Compa-
ny, is somewhat less concerned about the ef-
fects of EMP on the telephone system.

“We live in an age when information
transfer has become very important,” he
said. “"Some say it now represents 50 percent
of the gross national product. But I don't
share the doomsday approach that things
can't be made to work. Without enormous
expense, however, we can't fix the existing
plant and be 100 percent positive everything
is going to work.”

Mr. Gradle and other experts say that im-
proving existing systems to resist EMP
might cost almost as much as building the
original equipment. New equipment capable
of resisting EMP, however, would probably
cost only 2 or 3 percent more than new
equipment without such an ability, Mr.
Gradle said.
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JULY FOURTH AND HUMAN
RIGHTS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
with the passing of our great Nation’s
207th birthday, let us reflect on its sig-
nificance. Our country is based on a
belief in distinct human values and in-
dividual rights embodied in the Decla-
ration of Independence and the Con-
stitution. These include the right to
choose one's religion and to profess
one's beliefs and thoughts, rights
which reflect dedication to the worth
of humanity.

The act of genocide runs counter to
these values by denying the funda-
mental worth of human life and indi-
viduality. Unfortunately, many such
denials of these rights have occurred
throughout history. Man’s recent his-
tory is blotted with the U.S.S.R.’s con-
tinuous persecution of Jews, the Turk-
ish extermination of numerous Arme-
nians during World War I, and Na-
zism’'s terrible attempt at liquidating
the European Continent of Jews.
These happenings should remind us
that not all the world shares our be-
liefs.

We, as a nation, should not stand
idly by watching people the world over
being denied their rights—including
the most fundamental right, the right
to live—because of their race, culture,
or creed. It is our duty to help protect
their rights.

In 1948, a move was made to ac-
knowledge these rights, in the light of
the then-recent Nazi Holocaust. The
leader of the movement was the
United States. We signed the Genocide
Convention, as did many other coun-
tries. Yet this great body of which we
are a part has failed to ratify it.

Our great Nation, which stands for
freedom and human rights has not
ratified a treaty embodying those
rights. I urge that we ratify the Geno-
cide Convention, lest we lose sight of
those values upon which this country
was founded over 200 years ago.

NOMINATION OF LANGHORNE A.

“TONY" MOTLEY TO BE AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF
STATE FOR INTER-AMERICAN
AFFAIRS

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
it is a great personal pleasure to again
express my unqualified support for
the nomination of Langhorne Motley
to be Assistant Secretary of State for
Inter-American Affairs. I have done so
on several previous occasions.

The members of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee had an opportu-
nity on June 28 of explore Ambassa-
dor Motley’s qualifications for this im-
portant position. In the 97th Congress,
the committee examined Ambassador
Motley’s knowledge of Latin American
affairs during consideration of his
nominations of the post of U.S. Am-
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bassador of Brazil. The hearing on
June 28 once more confirmed that
Ambassador Motley is well suited for
the rigorous demands which he will
face as Assistant Secretary of State
for Inter-American Affairs.

During yesterday's hearings, I ques-
tioned Ambassador Motley about his
statement that there were “no quick
fixes” to the problems of Central
America. He replied that “it is true
that democracy can be slow in achiev-
ing results, sometimes frustratingly so.
But surely we have the patience to
help our neighbors shield themselves
from communism and build democrat-
ic institutions.”

Mr. President, I am in total agree-
ment with Tony's comments, both in
terms of the need for patience and in
terms of the frustration we all feel
over the situation in Central America.
The Soviet Union and its proxies—
most notably Cuba and Nicaragua in
this hemisphere—have become very
adept at exporting revolution almost
as a product—if I may be excused for
stretching an anology too far. If the
tree of democracy is to grow and flour-
ish in Central and South America, we
must carefully cultivate that growth.
Ambassador Motley is right—there are
no quick fixes. It is my firm conviction
that Tony will work well with adminis-
tration officials, Congress, and the
American public, as well as with our
hemispheric neighbors, to improve and
develop U.S. policy toward all the
Americas.

I want to take this opportunity to
express my appreciation to Senator
Percy and Senator Herms, and the
Foreign Relations Committee staff for
their expeditious, yet thorough, con-
sideration of this nomination. I'd also
like to thank the distinguished majori-
ty leader for his willingness to sched-
ule the pending confirmation vote
early this morning so that Tony can
get on with the many important chal-
lenges which await him,

In closing, I would like to congratu-
late Tony, his wife, Judy, and his
daughters, Valerie and Allison, on
Tony's remarkable performance to
date, which I am sure would not have
been possible without their consistent
support and understanding; they have
every reason to be very proud of Tony.
I thank my colleagues for supporting
this nomination.

THE ADMINISTRATION’'S FAIR
HOUSING BILL

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, over
the weekend, the President sought to
suggest his concern for fairness to all
Americans by unfurling a fair housing
proposal. Actually, it was simply the
same scheme that Secretary Pierce of
HUD unsuccessfully tried to sell this
spring.

What the President has given us is
the rhetoric of fair housing, but not
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the reality. Victims of discrimination
need more than public relations and
the recycling of a proposal that has al-
ready been rejected as plainly inad-
equate. It is a halfhearted approach,
reminiscent of the administration’s
long, footdragging delay before it fi-
nally supported a strong Voting
Rights Act last year.

Our Nation's minorities have testi-
fied repeatedly that the key to fast en-
forcement is the administrative hear-
ings provided in the Mathias-Kennedy
fair housing bill. Court suits would be
too slow, because our courts are
clogged and backlogged. Women,
blacks, and Hispanics denied a home
for their family need speedy relief, not
long lawsuits.

If President Reagan was really seri-
ous about putting “teeth” into the act,
he would have endorsed the strong bill
already introduced by a bipartisan
group of Senators and Representatives
and backed by every major civil rights
and women’'s group. Instead, he clearly
hopes to patch his image with slogans,
while dividing the Congress and
thwarting a truly effective law.

JEROME B. WIESNER ON THE
NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREEZE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Committee on Foreign Relations is
presently considering the nuclear
freeze and reductions proposal (S.J.
Res. 2) which Senator HATFIELD and I
introduced to this body. The House of
Representatives considered a similar
proposal this past spring and support-
ed it nearly 2 to 1. I wish to draw the
attention of my colleagues in Congress
to a brilliant article on the nuclear
freeze by Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner in
today’'s New York Times. Dr. Wiesner,
president emeritus and institute pro-
fessor at the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology, was science adviser to
Presidents John F. Kennedy and
Lyndon B. Johnson.

His article, entitled “Stockpile to
Junkpile,” is an insightful and elo-
quent analysis of the merits of a bal-
anced and verifiable nuclear weapons
freeze. Dr. Wiesner concludes that a
freeze now ‘“makes very good sense”
and that “the risks in a freeze are in-
calculably smaller than the risks in-
herent in the continued escalation of
weapons and polemics into the next
century.”

Dr. Weisner also justifiably attacks
the current stance of the tra-
tion toward arms control, a stance
which rigidly insists on deploying the
MZX missile and a whole new genera-
tion of destabilizing nuclear weapon
systems. I strongly agree with Dr.
Wiesner that:

It takes more than bargaining chips and
new missiles to stop the arms race. It re-
quires, most of all, a sincere commitment
and proposals that are balanced and fair to
both sides. It requires also a proposal sub-
stantial enough to make it worthy of a
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major effort. None of the proposals put for-
ward recently by either superpower meets
these criteria. The freeze does.

I ask that the full text of Dr.
Wiesner's excellent and timely article
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrb, as follows:

[From the New York Times, July 11, 1983]
STOCKPILE TO JUNEPILE
(By Jerome B. Wiesner)

CamMBRIDGE, Mass.—Last fall, approximate-
ly 25 percent of the American voters were
given an opportunity to consider a proposal
for a balanced and verifiable freeze on the
development, testing and deployment of nu-
clear weapons and their delivery systems. A
majority of those who voted were for it. In
the spring, members of the House of Repre-
sentatives endorsed a similar proposition
nearly two to one. On Wednesday, a freeze
resolution is scheduled to come to a vote in
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
yet it is still not being considered seriously
by the Administration or Congress.

Meanwhile, they have been concentrating
on the MX missile as a bargaining chip. But
it takes more than bargaining chips and new
missiles to stop the arms race. It requires,
most of all, a sincere commitment and pro-
posals that are balanced and fair to both
sides. It requires also a proposal substantial
enough to make it worthy of a major effort.
None of the proposals put forward recently
by either superpower meets these criteria.
The freeze does.

“Fatally flawed” was the President’s reac-
tion to the freeze proposal. What are these
flaws? He doesn't specify them. In my view,
the only flaws are ones easily fixed. The
current freeze proposals are too vague, de-
liberately so, because their sponsors drafted
them to draw maximum support, not to
create a negotiating document. They insist
that a freeze be balanced and verifiable, but
they don't explain what this would mean.

What is to be balanced: Bombs? Missiles?
Security? Fear? How can a freeze be veri-
fied? How thorough must verification be?
How would peaceful space activities be ac-
commodated? The answers to these and
other important questions need to be
spelled out. The President could start to
keep his promise to Congress by serious con-
sideration of a freeze.

A freeze now makes very good sense for
several reasons. First, it is generally agreed
that an acceptable balance of nuclear forces
already exists. The United States has more
nuclear warheads than the Soviet Union;
theirs are larger. The Soviet Union has
more and larger ballistic missiles than we
do, but a much bigger fraction of the Soviet
missiles are land-based and thus more vul-
nerable.

Most important, both sides have forces so
much greater than needed to provide a
secure deterrent that maintaining an exact
balance is not essential. Actually, a change
by a factor of two, up or down on either
side, would not begin to undermine the ex-
isting stalemate. This means that there is
no possibility of a winnable nuclear war.
The only role for nuclear weapons is deter-
rence. This is a lesson that won't stay
learned. Each new administration has to dis-
cover it all over again at the taxpayers' ex-
pense.

Second, existing national surveillance sys-
tems provide each side with more than
enough information about the other’s test-
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ing and deployment of weapons to protect
themselves against any buildup of missiles,
present or new ones, or against a surprise
technological breakthrough. Existing forces
are so large that not even the unlikely in-
vention of an effective antisubmarine
system or a “Star Wars" missile defense
system would undermine the other side's de-
terrent.

Some people object to the freeze because
it does not immediately reduce or eliminate
nuclear weapons. They should realize that a
freeze would create the conditions favorable
to reduction.

If testing of existing and new rockets and
nuclear weapons were precluded, there
would be a growing loss of confidence in
their reliability and in the assumption that
a given missile or bomb would function
when its button was pressed. This is what
first-strike proponents don’t like about a
freeze. No military commander or political
leader would have much confidence in the
success of a preemptive strike by weapons
that had not been recently tested or demon-
strated.

On the other hand, no one could be cer-
tain that a substantial number of them
would not work. So, as time passed, there
would be less and less fear of a first strike,
but there would always remain a belief that
some of the old weapons would work. This
double uncertainty could obviously be a
very effective deterrent. Moreover, it could
well lead to reduction of stockpiles on both
sides. (Even with flagging confidence in the
reliability of the strategic weapons, the
stockpiles of both countries would still be
much larger than needed for an adequate
deterrent.)

The risks in a freeze are incalculably
smaller than the risks inherent in the con-
tinued escalation of weapons and polemics
into the next century. If a freeze were
achieved, nuclear weapons would slowly but
surely become irrelevant to the security of
both nations, and most of them would find
:l;leir way from the stockpile to the junk-
piles.

MISSISSIPPI LIONS ALI-STATE
BAND VISITS THE CAPITAL

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, many
musical bands visit Washington, D.C.,
each year, but I want to pay tribute
today to a very special group, the Mis-
sissippi Lions All-State Band, which
visited the Nation’s Capital during the
Fourth of July holiday.

This unique group of 127 of the most
talented young musicians in Mississip-
pi was selected through a very rigor-
ous selection process requiring individ-
ual tryouts from more than 650 appli-
cants from throughout the State. Stu-
dents in the 9th through 12th grades
are eligible for membership in the
band, which makes a tour each year
under sponsorship of the Mississippi
Lions Clubs.

After the members are selected, they
come together for 1 week of intensive
training at Northeast Mississippi
Junior College in Booneville, Miss. By
intensive, I mean that they work
almost steadily from 8 a.m. until 10
p.m. each day in preparation for a trip
during which they will compete with
bands who have performed together
all year.
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Since its organization in 1950 by Roy
Martin of Greenwood, Miss,, the Mis-
sissippi Lions All-State Band has vis-
ited many parts of our Nation, always
representing Mississippi and the Lions
in an excellent manner. Joe Berryman
of Hattiesburg, Miss., has directed the
band for many years and now holds
the title of director emeritus. Mr. Ber-
ryman still travels with the band
which is now directed by Dr. Kent
Sills of Mississippi State University.

While in Washington, the Mississip-
pi Lions All-State Band marched in
the Fourth of July parade and per-
formed concerts on the Capitol steps
and in Lafayette Park. Although I was
in Mississippi at the time, I have heard
many fine reports from their perform-
ance and the good impression they
made here.

Mr. President, I wish to commend
the directors and leaders of this group
and every member for the hard work
which went into this tour. I also wish
to congratulate the Lions Clubs
throughout Mississippi for their spon-
sorship of this fine group.

The Mississippi Lions All-State Band
represents the type of commitment to
excellence which is so vital to our Na-
tion’s strength and to our system of
government. I am personally proud of
each member of this group, and I
know all Mississippians join me in ex-
pressing appreciation to them and
their leaders for a job well done.

REPRESENTATIVE JOEL PRITCH-
ARD CITED AS LEGISLATOR OF
THE MONTH

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, on
June 16, my distinguished colleague in
the House of Representatives, JoEL
PriTcHARD, Who represents the First
District of Washington, was cited by
the Population Action Council as its
Legislator of the Month. The award
recognizes Mr. PRITCHARD's dedication
to global humanitarian concerns and
the achievement of world population
stabilization.

Certainly the problem of bringing
world population into balance with its
resources ranks among the great chal-
lenges facing humankind today. Over
the past decade and a half, the Popu-
lation Action Council and its parent
organization, the Population Institute,
have been at the forefront of efforts
to create an awareness of the over-
population problem and to motivate
world leaders to place this important
issue high on the list of international
priorities. In selecting Mr. PRITCHARD
for this award, the Population Action
Council honors an individual who un-
derstands that so many of our world
problems—poverty, hunger, disease,
unemployment, resource depletion,
and environmental degradation—are
rooted in or exacerbated by rampant
population growth.
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In accepting the award, Mr. PRITCH-
ARD recalled that when he was an in-
fantryman serving in the Pacific thea-
ter during World War II, the popula-
tion of the Philippines was 12 million;
today, some 40 years later, the popula-
tion of that country is around 55 mil-
lion and its population growth rate
continues to be among the highest in
that area of the world. Mr. PRITCHARD
saw no hope of the Philippines solving
its multitude of social and develop-
ment problems unless it can substan-
tially slow down its population growth.

Multiply the population problem in
the Philippines by scores of other de-
veloping countries and you begin to
have a picture of the devastating con-
sequences of unchecked population
growth. For il is in the developing
world where 92 percent of the 1.7 bil-
lion increase in world population be-
tween now and the end of the century
is projected to occur.

Mr. PriTcHARD has demonstrated his
commitment to meet the population
challenge, not only by his vote, but
also by his diligent work on the House
Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia
and the Pacific. It is the kind of work
that a Member of Congress does, not
because it can be translated into a bloc
of votes back home but because the
Member sincerely believes in it. It is
the kind of work that a Member of
Congress does because he feels it will
lead to a better quality of life.

JoeEL PrITCHARD personifies what a
Member of Congress should be: An in-
dividual who works for the people of
his district and State but who also
works for people everywhere to the
best of his or her ability and wisdom.
His quiet sincerity and devotion to
duty on matters such as the world
population problem may not make
daily headlines but they are symbolic
of what Congress is all about.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT RECEIVED DURING THE
ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 29, 1983, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, on July 8, 1983, re-
ceived messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to
the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received on July 8,
1983, are printed at the end of the
Senate proceedings.)

RESCISSION AND DEFERRAL OF
CERTAIN BUDGET AUTHOR-
ITY-MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT RECEIVED DURING
THE ADJOURNMENT—PM 64

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 29, 1983, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, on July 7, 1983, re-
ceived the following message from the
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President of the United States, togeth-
er with accompanying papers; which
pursuant to the order of January 30,
1975, was referred jointly to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget, the Committee
on Foreign Relations, the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, and
the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, I herewith
report a proposal +to rescind
$15,000,000 in budget authority previ-
ously provided by the Congress. In ad-
dition, I am reporting four new defer-
rals of budget authority totaling
$34,795,142.

The rescission proposal is for the
Department of State’s migration and
refugee assistance account. The defer-
rals affect Energy Activities, the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, and the Board for International
Broadcasting.

The details of the rescission propos-
al and deferral are contained in the at-
tached reports.

RoONALD REAGAN.
TrHE WHITE HOUSE, July 7, 1983.

ANNUAL REPORT ON THE
STATUS OF THE NATIONAL
WILDERNESS PRESERVATION
SYSTEM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT RECEIVED DURING
THE ADJOURNMENT—PM 65

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 29, 1983, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, on July 7, 1983, re-
ceived the followed message from the
President of the United States, togeth-
er with an accompanying report;
which was referred to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources:

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with the Wilderness

Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-577), 1

herewith transmit the Eighteenth

Annual Report on the status of the

National Wilderness Preservation

System for the calendar year 1981.

RoNALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, July 7, 1983.

MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his
secretaries.

REPORT ON UNITED STATES

AND TECHNOLOGY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 66

The Presiding Officer laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, togeth-
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er with an accompanying report;
which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with Title V of the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1979 (Public Law 95-
426), I am pleased to transmit the 1982
annual report on the United States
Government’s international activities
in the field of science and technology.
This report, as were its predecessors,
has been prepared by the Department
of State in collaboration with other
concerned Federal agencies.

In the past year, there have been
several important developments in our
international science relationships, all
of them reflecting one of our principal
foreign policy goals—to give science
and technology a more prominent po-
sition in our relations with other coun-
tries. This is important not only to the
conduct of our foreign relations, but to
the successful fulfillment of many of
our own science and technology objec-
tives. As I have indicated in my
Annual Science and Technology
Report to the Congress, international
collaboration can help advance many
of our own national interests. Thus, I
have asked my science adviser, Dr.
George Keyworth, to pay special at-
tention to international affairs and,
throughout the Federal government,
concerted action has been taken to
demonstrate our commitment to using
the advances in science to overcome
both national and international chal-
lenges.

There has been substantial progress.
For the first time, international sci-
ence cooperation was a subject for dis-
cussion among the leaders of the prin-
cipal industrial democracies at the
Versailles Summit. Those discussions
led to a study by the Summit countries
of the relationship between technolo-
gy, employment, and growth, and to
the establishment of eighteen new
projects for cooperation among us. Al-
though these projects will, in the first
instance, be led by one or another of
the Summit countries, they could
eventually involve other countries and
international organizations and lead,
in time, to advances for countries of
the Third World. These projects for
enhanced cooperation were endorsed
by the heads of state at the Williams-
burg Summit and it was agreed that
we would discuss them again at our
next meeting.

Last July, Prime Minister Gandhi
and I initiated a new program for en-
hanced scientific collaboration be-
tween the United States and India. A
group of some of the most distin-
guished scientists from both our coun-
tries met in India in January and pre-
pared a far-reaching program in medi-
cine, agriculture, meteorology, and
energy. Work began in April 1983, and
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we expect to see the first results
within the next twenty-four months.

Similarly, when I visited Brazil late
last year, President Figueiredo and I
reaffirmed our desire to strengthen
science and technology collaboration.
We have developed a program for
joint work in five significant areas
and, as part of our projected joint ef-
forts in space, I proposed that a Bra-
zilian payload specialist train with
American astronauts for participation
in a future space shuttle mission.
When President Zia of Pakistan came
to Washington in December, we
agreed to establish a new Joint Com-
mission to coordinate several bilateral
activities, including common undertak-
ings in science and technology.

In May, Dr. Keyworth led a highly
successful mission to China for the
third meeting of the U.S.-PRC Joint
Commission for Scientific and Techno-
logical Cooperation. At the conclusion
of the meeting, three new protocols on
cooperation in nuclear physics and
magnetic fusion, aeronautical science
and technology, and transportation
science and technology were signed.
These supplement seventeen existing
protocols that already include agricul-
ture, students and scholars, space
technology, high energy physics, and
hydropower. In addition to the new
protocols a memorandum of under-
standing on cooperation in the basic
biomedical sciences was also signed. It
is in our fundamental interest to ad-
vance our relations with China. Sci-
ence and technology are an essential
part of that relationship and I have
taken steps recently to ensure that
China has improved access to the U.S.
technology it needs for its economic
modernization goals. We will continue
to assist China through mutually ben-
eficial cooperative efforts in science
and technology.

We are continuing our cooperation
with the U.S.S.R. in science and tech-
nology. This is a complex matter made
more difficult because of Soviet behav-
ior regarding Afghanistan and Poland,
as well as their efforts to acquire sen-
sitive Western technology. Decisions
to renew agreements are being made
on a case-by-case basis taking these
concerns into account along with the
benefits to the U.S. through participa-
tion. For example, I have recently ap-
proved the renewal of an agreement
for cooperation with the Soviets on
atomic energy, with appropriate limi-
tations to protect our interests while
letting the work proceed.

These examples suggest the range of
our international effort in science and
technology, but they are hardly exclu-
sive. We have programs with more
than three dozen countries, in every
part of the world, at every level of so-
phistication. Science, as we know, has
always had a special international
character, the advancement of science
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can make profound contributions to
freedom and prosperity around the
world. These tasks are formidable, for
our scale of measurement must be dee-
ades, even generations. For this reason
alone, our government, in a coopera-
tive spirit, will continue to work close-
ly with others prepared to join with
us.

RoNALD REAGAN.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 11, 1983.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS

A message from the President of the
United States reported that he had ap-
proved and signed the following bills
and joint resolutions:

May 25, 1983:

8. 957. An act to provide for an increase in
the number of members of the Congression-
al Award Board, and for other purposes.

May 27, 1983:

8. 653. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to establish a Foundation for
the Advancement of Military Medicine, and
for other purposes.

June 6, 1983:

8. 967. An act to amend the Independent
Safety Board Act of 1974 to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal years 1984, 1985, and
19886.

June 14, 1983:

8.J. Res. 75. Joint Resolution to provide
for the designation of June 12 through 18,
1983, as “National Scleroderma Week.”

June 22, 1983:

S8.J. Res. 42, Joint resolution designating

Alaska Statehood Day, January 3, 1984.
June 27, 1983:

S. 639. An act to authorize supplemental
assistance to aid Lebanon in rebuilding its
economy and armed forces, and for other
purposes.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
RECEIVED DURING THE AD-
JOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 29, 1983, the Secre-
tary of the Senate on June 30, 1983,
during the adjournment of the Senate,
received a message from the House of
Representatives announcing that the
House had passed the following bills,
without amendment:

S. 680. An act entitled the “Gladys Noon
Spellman Dedication™; and

S. 925. An act to make certain technical
corrections in the Atlantic Salmon Conven-
tion Act of 1982.

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 29, 1983, the Secre-
tary of the Senate on July 1, 1983,
during the adjournment of the Senate,
received a message from the House of
Representatives announcing that the
House agreed to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill
(S. 273) to amend section 8(a)(1) of the
Small Business Act.

The message further announced
that the House has passed the follow-
ing joint resolutions, without amend-
ment:
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8.J. Res. 18. Joint resolution designating
September 22, 1983, as “American Business
Women's Day"’;

S.J. Res. 34. Joint resolution designating
“National Reyes Syndrome Week"; and

S.J. Res. 68. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to designate July
16, 1983, as ‘“National Atomic Veterans'
Day.”

The message also announced that
the House has passed the following
bill, in which it requests the concur-
rence of the Senate:

H.R. 3415. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1984, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced
that the Speaker had signed the fol-
lowing enrolled bills:

S. 273. An act to amend section 8(a) of the
Small Business Act;

8. 680. An act entitled the “Gladys Noon
Spellman Dedication”;

5. 925. An act to make certain technical
corrections in the Atlantic Salmon Conven-
tion Act of 1982,

H.R. 1271. An act with regard to Presiden-
tial certifications on conditions in El Salva-
dor;

H.R. 1746. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the Navajo and Hopi Indian Relo-
cation Commission;

H.R. 2065. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and re-
search of program management, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 3132. An act making appropriations
for energy and water development for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1984, and
for other purposes; and

H.R. 3135. An act making appropriations
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1984, and for
other purposes.

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate on June 29, 1983, the en-
rolled bills were subsequently signed
on July 1, 1983, during the adjourn-
ment of the Senate, by the President
pro tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

HOUSE MEASURE REFERRED
DURING THE ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 29, 1983, the fol-
lowing bill was read the first and
second times by unanimous consent,
and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3415. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of the
saild District for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1984, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:10 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed
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the following bill, with amendments,
in which it requests the concurrence
of the Senate:

S. 861. An act to amend the Consumer
Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2051 et seq.)
to provide authorization of appropriations,
and for other purposes.

The message further announced
that the House has passed the follow-
ing joint resolution, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

H.J. Res. 173. Joint resolution to author-
ize and request the President of the United
States to issue a proclamation designating
the 7T-day period commencing October 2,
1983, as “National Port Week.”

The message also announced that
the House has agreed to the following
concurrent resolution, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 126. Concurrent resolution
providing for the commemoration of the
100th anniversary of the birth of Harry S.
Truman.

At 1:50 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bill, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 3392. An act to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The following joint resolution was
read the first and second times by
unanimous consent, and referred as in-
dicated:

H.J. Res. 173. Joint resolution to author-
ize and request the President of the United
States to issue a proclamation designating
the 7-day period commencing October 2,
1983, as “National Port Week"'; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

The following concurrent resolution
was read, and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 126. Concurrent resolution
providing for the commemoration of the
100th anniversary of the birth of Harry 8.
Truman; to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

HOUSE MEASURE PLACED ON
CALENDAR

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 3392. An act to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary reported that on July
1, 1983, he had presented to the Presi-
dent of the United States the follow-
ing enrolled bills:

8. 273. An act to amend section 8(a) of the
Small Business Act;




July 11, 1983

S. 680. An act entitled the “Gladys Noon
Spellman Dedication”; and

5. 925. An act to make certain technical
corrections in the Atlantic Salmon Conven-
tion Act of 1982,

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and
documents, which were referred as in-
dicated:

EC-1347. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of State transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on loans and credits
to the Polish People's Republic; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

EC-1348. A communication from the Sec-
retary of State transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on loans and credits to the
Polish People's Republic; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

EC-1349. A communication from the
President of the United States transmitting
proposals for a net reduction in the request
for supplemental appropriations for fiscal
year 1983 and amended appropriation lan-
guage for fiscal year 1984; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

EC-1350. A communication from the
President of the United States transmitting
a request for supplemental appropriations
for fiscal year 1983 for the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

EC-1351. A communication from the
Comptroller General of the United States
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the examination of the attending physi-
cian's revolving fund financial statements
for fiscal years 1981 and 1982; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

EC-1352. A communication from the
Clerk of the U.S. Claims Court transmitting,
pursuant to law, a copy of the court’s judg-
ment order for the plaintiff in the Fort
McDermitt Paiute Shoshone Tribe v. the
U.S.; to the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-1353. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on a foreign military sale to Lebanon;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1354. A communication from the
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to authorize
the President, in time of war or national
emergency, to prescribe a course of instrue-
tion of not less than three years at the U.S.
Military, Naval, and Air Force Academies,
and to appoint graduates therefrom as com-
missioned officers without Senate confirma-
tion; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1355. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower,
Reserve Affairs, and Logistics transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on U.S. European
manning plans; to the Committee on Armed

rvices.

EC-1356. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Shipbuilding and Logistics trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on a deci-
sion to convert the food service function at
the Naval Submarine Medical Center,
Groton, Conn., to performance under con-
tract; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1357. A communication from the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Defense
for Reserve Affairs transmitting, pursuant
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to law, a report on the Selected Reserve re-
cruiting and retention incentives; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1358. A communication from the
Deputy Secretary of Defense transmitting,
pursuant to law, certain certifications rela-
tive to the GLCM missile system; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1359. A communication from the
Comptroller General of the United States
transmitting pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled “Air Force and Navy Trainer Aircraft
Acquisition Programs”; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-1360. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report on the strategic and critical materi-
als stockpile; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-1361. A communication from the
Deputy Secretary of Defense transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on four violations
of law involving overobligation of appropria-
tions; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1362. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Installa-
tions, Logistics, and Financial Management
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on a
decision to convert the training and audio-
visual support center activity at Fort Bel-
voir, Va., to performance under contract; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1363. A communication from the
President and Chairman of the Export-
Import Bank of the United States transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on loan, guar-
antee, and insurance transactions with Com-
munist countries during May 1983; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

EC-1364. A communication from the exec-
utive director of the U.S. Olympic Commit-
tee transmitting, pursuant to law, the com-
mittee's financial statement for the year
ended December 31, 1982; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1365. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on an extension of time for acting on ap-
peals in Volkswagen of America, Inc. v. The
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Co,, et al. and
an embraced proceeding, long-and-short
haul application No. 43960, motor vehicles—
Westmoreland, Pa., to named points in
West; to the Committee on Commerce, Sci-
ence, and Transportation.

EC-1366. A communication from the
Chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on customer pickup of food and gro-
cery products; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-1367. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Federal Communications Com-
mission transmitting, pursuant to law, a
memorandum of opinion and order in cer-
tain broadcasting applications; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

EC-1368. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of State for Legislative
and Intergovernmental Affairs transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to implement
the Convention on the Conversion of Ant-
arctic Marine Living Resources; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

EC-1369. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Energy,
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of
meetings related to the international energy
program on July 11 and 12, 1983 in Paris,

18495

France; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

EC-1370. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on payment charges for inter-
im storage of spent nuclear fuel; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-1371. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Office of Technology Assess-
ment, U.S. Congress, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a summary and report brief on In-
dustrial Energy Use; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1372. A communication from the
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Interior
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
relating to authority of the Secretary to
accept volunteer services in aid of the work
of the Bureau of Land Management; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-1373. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the program management
plan for ocean thermal energy conversion
systems; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

EC-13T4. A communication from the
President of the United States transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on the decision to
grant import relief to the specialty steel in-
dustry; to the Committee on Finance,

EC-1375. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to authorize appro-
priations for the international affairs func-
tions of the Department of the Treasury for
fiscal years 1980 and 1981; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC-1376. A communication from the
Chairman of the U.S. International Trade
Commission transmitting, pursuant to law,
the 54th quarterly report on trade between
the United States and nonmarket economy
countries; to the Committee on Finance,

EC-1377. A communication from the U.S.
trade representative transmitting, pursuant
to law, a resolution of the President’s Advi-
sory Committee for Trade Negotiations; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC-1378. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation enti-
tled “Child Support Enforcement Amend-
ments of 1983"; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-1379. A communication from the
board of trustees of the Federal Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund transmitting, pursuant
to law, its 1983 annual report; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-1380. A communication from the
board of trustees of the Federal Supplemen-
tary Medical Insurance Trust Fund trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, its annual report
for 1983; to the Committee on Finance.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES RE-
CEIVED DURING ADJOURN-
MENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 29, 1983, the fol-
lowing reports of committees were
submitted on July 5, 1983:

By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments:

8. 1230: A bill to authorize appropriations
for the fiscal year 1984 for intelligence ac-
tivities of the U.S. Government, the Intelli-
gence Community Staff, the Central Intelli-
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gence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
98-171).

By Mr. PACKEWOOD, from the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion, without amendment:

S. 1046: A bill to clarify the applicability
of a provision of law regarding risk reten-
tion (Rept. No. 98-172).

S. 1424: A bill to amend Public Law 92-444
to reflect the change in the name of the Pa-
cific Tuna Development Foundation to the
Pacific Fisheries Development Foundation
{Rept. No. 98-173).

By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute and an amendment to
the title:

8. 675: A bill to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1984 for the Armed Forces
for procurement, for research, development,
test, and evaluation, and for operation and
maintenance, to prescribe personnel
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed
Forces and for civilian employees of the De-
partment of Defense, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 98-174).

By Mr. PACKWOOD, from the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion, without amendment and with a pream-
ble:

8. Res. 118: A resolution to express the
sense of the Senate in support of continued
integrity of the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration.

By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on
Armed Services, without amendment:

S. Res. 172: An original resolution waiving
section 402(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to the consider-
ation of S. 675; referred to the Committee
on the Budget.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. ANDREWS, from the Select Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs, without amend-
ment:

S. 1168. A bill to declare that the United
States holds certain lands in trust for the
Kaw Tribe of Oklahoma (Rept. No. 98-175).

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, with amendments, and
amendments to the preamble:

S.J. Res. 111. A joint resolution expressing
the sense of the Congress with respect to
international efforts to further a revolution
in child health.

By Mr. CHAFEE, from the Committee on
Environment and Public Works, without
amendment:

H.R. 1935. An act to ratify an exchange
agreement concerning National Wildlife
Refuge System lands located in Matagorda
Island in Texas (Rept. No. 98-176).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Ex. T, 96-1. Convention on Future Multi-
lateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlan-
tic Fisheries (the NAFO Convention) (Ex.
Rept. No. 98-12).

Treaty Doc. 98-3. Eastern Pacific Ocean
'I‘l.l.tmlSl Fishing Agreement (Ex. Rept. No. 98-

).
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Treaty Doc. 97-24. Shipping and Aircraft
Tax Agreement with the Government of the
:::)&Ie's Republic of China (Ex. Rept. No.

).

Treaty Doc. 97-27. Tax Treaty (and Pro-
posed Protocol) with the Government of
New Zealand (Ex. Rept. No. 98-15).

Treaty Doc. 97-28. Tax Convention with
the Government of Australia (Ex. Rept. No.
98-16).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. QUAYLE:

8. 1595. A bill to provide for a series of re-
gional Presidential primary elections; to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. TRIBLE (for himself, Mr.
Baucus, Mr. Boscawrrz, Mr. CocH-
RAN, Mr. Forp, and Mr. HUDDLESTON):

8. 1596. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to exempt farm trucks
from the heavy truck use tax where use on
public highways does not exceed 10,000
miles; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. STAFFORD:

S. 1597. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to
provide comprehensive elementary school
guidance and counseling programs for ele-
mentary students through States and local
educational agencies; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. JEPSEN:

8. Con. Res. 51. A concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress that the 50
States and the District of Columbia should
establish a program for the mutual recogni-
tion of the identification systems used by
other States to indicate which vehicles are
allowed to park in spaces reserved for the
disabled; to the Committee on Governmen-
tal Affairs.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. QUAYLE:

S. 1595. A bill to provide for a series
of regional Presidential primary elec-
tions; to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARIES TIMING ACT

e Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, the
season of Presidential politics is draw-
ing near, and there are less than 9
months before the first Presidential
primary of the 1984 elections. I believe
the time has come to consider serious
reform of our primary elections
system. Today I am proposing one
model for that reform.

Mr. President, the primary elections
have gotten so out of hand that many
pundits call the approaching cam-
paigns the silly season of Washington.
When Lewis Carroll described a cro-
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quet game in “Alice in Wonderland”,
he could just as well have been de-
scribing our Presidential primary
system:

The players all play at once, without wait-
ing for turns. . . . They don't seem to have
any rules in particular: at least, if there are,
nobody attends to them—and you’ve no idea
how confusing it is.

Now is the time for primary reform.
Since 1968 the nominating process has
been altered dramatically by the pro-
liferation of Presidential primaries in
the States. In 1980 there were 37, be-
ginning in February with New Hamp-
shire and finishing with what one
commentator called Sweepstakes Day,
June 3, when 8 States held primaries.
The process in between is no longer a
series of independent State primaries,
as some claim, but a serialized national
primary, like some bad soap opera,
carried on over a 5-month period.

If I might quote the majority leader
at the end of the 1980 campaign
season, “It's going to bore us to death,
work us to death and spend us to
death.”

Reform legislation is needed now if
we are to check the tide moving
toward earlier and earlier Presidential
politics. Candidates, and potential can-
didates, recognize that Presidential
nominations in 1984 could be sewn up
before the two parties’ midsummer na-
tional conventions. Many States, anx-
ious to play some role in deciding the
national tickets, are rushing to ad-
vance their own primaries as early as
possible next year. In the last election
we had caucuses. Now we have straw
polls. Where does it end?

At least 11 States, according to U.S.
News & World Report, are considering
endorsing candidates on March 13,
1984—already being dubbed “Super
Tuesday.” It now appears that nearly
half our States will have chosen their
favorites by the end of March 1984.
This drawn-out schedule gives dispro-
portionate influence to small States
with early caucuses and primaries,
while larger States find the race
nearly over by the date of their pri-
maries. Many States west of the Mis-
sissippi are nearly disenfranchised by
the whole process.

I am not proposing that we do away
with individual States’ ability to hold
primaries. The truth of the matter is
that nothing ever devised by the
American political parties to maximize
citizen participation approaches the
success of the Presidential primaries.
Far from wanting to do away with this
stunningly popular institution, I want
to make it even more accessible to all
the people.

The fact the Presidential primaries
are popular is clear, Twenty-four
States held Democratic primaries for
Governor in 1978 and Presidential pri-
maries in 1980. The Presidential vote
was bigger in 15 of those States. There
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were 23 States which held Republican
primaries for Governor in 1978 and
Presidential primaries in 1980. On the
Republican side, Presidential primar-
ies won 18 to 5.

In a number of States the differ-
ences were dramatic. In Ohio, New
Hampshire, and Vermont the Demo-
cratic Presidential vote doubled the
gubernatorial vote. In Illinois, Kansas,
and Wisconsin it was half again as
large. On the Republican side, Presi-
dential primary turnout doubled the
1978 primary vote in Alabama, Illinois,
Wisconsin, Texas, and Georgia. Over-
all, the combined 1980 primary vote
for President in the 24 combined
States was 4 million more than the
combined primary vote for Governor
in 1978.

To preserve the popularity of this
system, and to expand voter participa-
tion, I am proposing a regional pri-
mary system. My regional primary
plan would do away with the biggest
flaw in the current system—that it
makes irrelevant the votes of those
casting their ballots late in the pri-
mary system.

The purpose of my bill is to estab-
lish an orderly system of regional
Presidential primaries, fo be held on
the second Tuesday of 4 consecutive
months, March through June. The
four regions are defined so as to corre-
spond to the time zones within the
United States. To insure that no
region or group of States receives
undue early attention from the candi-
dates, the order of the four primaries
is selected at random, by drawing sepa-
aabe lots 70 days before each primary

ate.

My plan would cover both primaries
and caucuses—as defined by current
law—so as to include any selection
process for choosing delegates, and
any expression of preference for nomi-
nation to the Presidential election.

In order for any candidate to be eli-
gible for matching funds under the
Presidential primary matching ac-
count, any candidate of a political
party must agree to be on the ballot in
at least one State in each of the four
regions. The candidates must notify
the Federal Election Commission in
writing of the primary they intend to
enter within each region.

Mr. President, the American people
are soon to be dragged through an-
other long and tortuous Presidential
campaign. The race is on, more than a
year and a half before election day.
There is no better time for a national
debate on reforming our Presidential
primary system, and I propose that we
begin that debate today.e

By Mr. TRIBLE (for himself,
Mr. Bavucus, Mr. BOSCHWITZ,
Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. Forp, and
Mr. HUDDLESTON):
S. 1596. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt farm
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trucks from the heavy truck use tax
where use on public highways does not
exceed 10,000 miles; to the Committee
on Finance.

FARM TRUCK TAX EXEMPTION ACT OF 1983

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce a bill which increases the
5,000 mile per year exemption for
farm trucks from payment of the
heavy vehicle use tax to 10,000 miles
per year. This tax, which will go into
effect on July 1, 1985, is inequitable,
penalizing the farmer whose only
hauling activity is taking his produce
to market.

Farmers are currently staggering
under the burden of years of inflation,
lagging exports, and persistently high
interest rates. Farm debt is at an all-
time high and bankruptcies are too
common. This bill will make the lot of
the farmer who trucks his own
produce to market in either single or
light combination trucks far less bur-
densome.

Under the provisions of my bill,
farmers will be able to travel an addi-
tional 5,000 miles annually on public
roads without having to pay the in-
creased tax which will be imposed
starting in July 1985. That increase
could go as high as $1,600 in 1985, and
up to $1,900 by 1988. That is a lot of
money to spend simply to get your
crops to market.

Many farm trucks are already
exempt from paying the use tax be-
cause they fall under the 5,000-mile
exclusion clause in existing law. How-
ever, in certain parts of the country—
California, the Midwest and the coast-
al parts of the East—farmers frequent-
ly have to travel in excess of the per-
mitted 5,000 miles to get their harvest
to market. This situation has been ag-
gravated by rail abandonments and
grain elevator bankruptcies. The De-
partment of Transportation estimates
that about 35,000 vehicles would bene-
fit from increasing the exemption to
10,000 miles annually.

Revenue loss in fiscal year 1985 is es-
timated by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration to be about $11 million
annually; or 1 percent of the total
annual estimated heavy vehicle use
tax. This tax is expected to yield $953
million in fiscal year 1985, $1.027 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1986, and $1.172 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1987.

Mr. President, this much-needed leg-
islation has been endorsed by the
American Farm Bureau Federation
and the Virginia Farm Bureau. I urge
my colleagues to carefully consider
the merits of the bill. It would be a
great help to our beleaguered farmers.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be included in the
REecorb at this point.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

18497

S. 1596

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
subsection (d) of section 4483 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to ex-
emptions from highway use tax) is amended
by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (6) and by inserting after paragraph
(4) the following new paragraph:

“(5) 10,000 mile exemption for farm vehi-
cles used for certain farm purposes.—

“(A) IN GENERAL—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), in the case of a farm ve-
hicle, paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘10,000’ for ‘5,000" each
place it appears.

“(B) No MORE THAN 5,000 MILES FOR NON-
QUALIFIED FARM USE.—Subparagraph (A)
shall not apply to any farm vehicle if such
vehicle is used (or may reasonably be ex-
pected to be used) for more than 5,000 miles
during such taxable period for purposes
other than a qualified farm purpose.

“(C) QUALIFIED FARM PURPOSE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, a farm vehicle is
used for a qualified farm purpose if it is
used in public highways to transport proper-
ty—

“(1) substantially all of which is any farm
commodity in its unmanufactured state, and

“(ii) at least one-half of which is any farm
commodity produced by the owner of such
vehicle.

“(D) DerFiNITIONS.—For purposes of this
paragraph—

“(1) Farm veEHICLE.—The term ‘farm vehi-
cle’ means any highway motor vehicle the
owner of which is the owner, tenant, or op-
erator of a farm (within the meaning of sec-
tion 6420(c)(2)).

“(ii) FARM COMMODITY.—

*“(I) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘farm commod-
ity’ means any agricultural or horticultural
commodity, livestock, bees, poultry, fur-
bearing animals, and wildlife.

*(IT) SPECIAL RULE FOR TREES.—Trees shall
be treated as a farm commodity only if the
production thereof is incidental to the farm-
ing operations of the owner, tenant, or oper-
ator of the farm.”,

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall take effect as if included in the
amendments made by section 513 of the
Highway Revenue Act of 1982.

By Mr. STAFFORD:

S. 1597. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to provide comprehensive ele-
mentary school guidance and counsel-
ing programs for elementary students
through States and local educational
agencies; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GUIDANCE AND

COUNSELING INCENTIVE ACT
® Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, the
recent release of numerous analyses of
the state of American education gives
us all pause. While these studies may
differ on various minor points, their
major conclusions are remarkably
similar: Our educational system needs
a sustained overhaul.

Several recommendations have been
made to begin this process of renewal
in our school systems, and, I want to
focus on just one key element to an
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improved educational environment:
Guidance and counseling.

Today, I am introducing the Elemen-
tary School Guidance and Counseling
Incentive Act. As the preamble of this
legislation underscores, the elementa-
ry school of today is no longer protect-
ed and isolated from society’'s prob-
lems and concerns, but it has become a
setting where the early symptoms of
these problems are displayed.

Mr. President, a child’'s education in-
volves many individuals. The teacher
is the most obvious influence on a stu-
dent’s in-school day, but other partici-
pants in the education system—par-
ents, administrators, school board
members, to name a few—play a defi-
nite role.

Let us not forget that individuals
trained in guidance and counseling are
indisputable parts of a child's educa-
tional universe as well, and this legis-
lation promotes the improvement of
guidance and counseling services in
our elementary schools, where such
services indeed can have a positive and
long-lasting impact on a young per-
son’s life.

The beloved poet, Robert Frost, who
adopted my State of Vermont, often
wrote about the choices an individual
makes throughout life. In one poem,
using a trip along a road as a meta-
phor for life’s journey, he wrote:

Two roads diverged in a wood
And I,—I took the less traveled by
And that’s made all the difference.

When American elementary stu-
dents standing at some fork in the
road could benefit from effective guid-
ance and counseling to help them with
their choice, I hope it will be available.
That is the purpose of this legisla-
tion.e

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 44
At the request of Mr. KaAsTEN, the
name of the Senator from Kansas
(Mrs. KassepauMm) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 44, a bill to regulate
interstate commerce by providing for a
uniform product liability law, and for
other purposes.
5. 74
At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the
names of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. HupDpLESTON), the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. CocHRAN), the Sena-
tor from Arkansas (Mr. Pryor), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN-
ni1s), and the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. Forpn) were added as cosponsors
of S. 74, a bill entitled the “Reye’s
Syndrome Act of 1983.”
8.314
At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER,
the name of the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. HUMPHREY) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 314, a bill to en-
courage inflight emergency care
aboard aircraft by requiring the place-
ment of emergency equipment, sup-
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plies, and drugs aboard aircraft and by
relieving appropriate persons of liabil-
ity for the provision and use of such
emergency equipment, supplies, and
drugs.
E. 476
At the request of Mr. LeEviN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. Tsoncas) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 476, a bill to amend title
II of the Social Security Act to require
a finding of medical improvement
when disability benefits are terminat-
ed, to provide for a review and right to
personal appearance prior to termina-
tion of disability benefits, to provide
for uniform standards in determining
disability, to provide continued pay-
ment of disability benefits during the
appeals process, and for other pur-
poses.
8. 891
At the request of Mr. INoUYE, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 591, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a
mechanism for taxpayers to designate
$1 of any overpayment of income tax,
and to contribute other amounts, for
use by the United States Olympic
Committee.
5. 1144
At the request of Mr. Heinz, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. HUMPHREY) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1144, a bill to suspend
periodic reviews of disability benefici-
aries having mental impairments
pending regulatory reform of the dis-

ability determination process.

5. 1146
At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the
names of the Senator from Kansas
(Mrs. Kassepaum), and the Senator
from Florida (Mrs. HAWKINS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1146, a bidl
to amefd the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 to provide for the revocation of
the airman certificates and for addi-
tional penalties for the transportation
by aircraft of controlled substances,
and for other purposes.
S5.1278
At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. Baucus) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1278, a bill to provide for an ac-
celerated program of research, devel-
opment, and demonstration with re-
spect to the production of electricity
from magnetohydrodynamics, leading
to the construction and operation of at
least one major proof of concept dem-
onstration project in connection with
an existing electric powerplant, and
for other purposes.
5. 1348
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Sasser), and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1348, a bill to author-
ize the President of the United States
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to present on behalf of Congress a spe-
cially struck gold medal to the widow
of Roy Wilkins.
5. 1469

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
names of the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Burpick), and the Sena-
tor from Illinois (Mr. PErRCY) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1469, a bill
to amend title 18 of the United States
Code relating to the sexual exploita-
tion of children.

5. 14758

At the request of Mr. WaLLop, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. Simpson), and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. CocHRAN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1475, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to repeal the highway use tax on
heavy trucks and to increase the tax
on diesel fuel used in the Unu.ed
States.

8. 1550
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
McCLURE) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1550, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to relieve inter-
national double taxation of overseas
construction projects of U.S. contrac-
tors.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 50
At the request of Mr. LevinN, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. BrRaDLEY) was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 50, a
joint resolution designating the week
beginning September 25, 1983, as “Na-
tional Adult Day Care Center Week.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 54
At the request of Mr. NickLEs, the
names of the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. EasT), and the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. ExoN) were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 54, a joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to designate
the month of January 1984 as “Na-
tional Eye Health Care Month."”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 93
At the request of Mr. East, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
MaTsUNAGA) was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Joint Resolution 93, a joint
resolution to designate the month of
September each year as ‘‘National
Sewing Month.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 98
At the request of Mr. ToweR, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as a
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution
98, a joint resolution to designate Oc-
tober 2 through October 9, 1983, as
“National Housing Week.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 106
At the request of Mr. SimpsoN, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DURENBERGER), and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. MATTINGLY) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
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Resolution 106, a joint resolution des-
ignating August 3, 1983, as “National
Paralyzed Veterans Recognition Day.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 111

At the request of Mr. PErcy, the
names of the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia (Mr. Heinz), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. DURENBERGER), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. BoscH-
witz), and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. MurgOowsKl) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
111, a joint resolution expressing the
sense of the Congress with respect to
international efforts to further a revo-
lution in child health.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 113

At the request of Mr. WiLson, the
names of the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PeLL) and the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM) Wwere
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 113, a joint resolution to
provide for the designation of the
week beginning June 3 through June
9, 1984, as “National Theatre Week."”

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 21

At the request of Mr. CoHEN, the
names of the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. Percy) and the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) were added
as cosponsors of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 21, a concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress
respecting the administration of title
X of the Public Health Service Act.

SENATE RESOLUTION 130

At the request of Mr. GorToN, the
name of the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. QuaYLE), was added as a cospon-

sor of Senate Resolution 130, a resolu-
tion expressing the sense of the
Senate that the President should
award the Presidential Medal of Free-
dom to Barney Clark, to be presented
to his family in his memory.

SENATE RESOLUTION 139

At the request of Mr. ZoRINSKY, the
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. MaTTINGLY), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. SimpsoN), and the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu-
tion 139, a resolution disapproving the
recommendation of the Study Group
on Senate Practices and Procedures to
abolish the Senate Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 51—RELATING TO HANDI-
CAPPED PARKING

Mr. JEPSEN submitted the follow-
ing concurrent resolution, which was
referred to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs:

S. Con. Res. 51

Whereas all fifty States and the District
of Columbia recognize the special needs of
disabled individuals and have established

disabled or handicapped parking spaces for
the convenience of such individuals;
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Whereas many disabled individuals who
drive automobiles are given parking cita-
tions for parking in spaces designated for
the disabled because the police do not recog-
nize disability identification on out-of-State
vehicles;

Whereas the special needs of the handi-
capped and disabled should be universally
recognized and not subject to the vagaries
of individual State laws with respect to spe-
cial parking privileges;

Whereas the Congress and the Adminis-
tration have historically supported pro-
grams and policies which recognize the spe-
cial needs of the handicapped and the dis-
abled;

Whereas the establishment of a coordinat-
ed vehicle identification system for handi-
capped and disabled drivers could facilitate
interstate travel by assuring disabled indi-
viduals accessible parking while on wvaca-
tions or business trips; and

Whereas confusion could be reduced and
time and effort of police and courts saved by
having a coordinated vehicle identification
system: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the
sense of Congress that the States, working
through the National Governors Associa-
tion should, as soon as possible, establish a
cooperative program under which the legiti-
mate parking privileges of the disabled and
handicapped in each State are accorded to
disabled and handicapped individuals dis-
playing legitimate parking stickers of other
States.

Skc. 2. As used in this resolution the term
“State” means the several States and the
District of Columbia.

Skec. 3. The Secretary of the Senate is di-

rected to transmit a copy of this resolution
to the Governors of all fifty States, and the
Mayor of the District of Columbia.
@ Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, today I
am submitting a resolution that 2
months ago I would have thought un-
necessary. But recently, a situation
has been brought to my attention
which I think most of my colleagues
will agree necessitates correction.

As most of my colleagues are aware,
many States provide special parking
privileges for handicapped and dis-
abled persons. In general, these special
privileges include reserved parking
spaces for persons displaying some
type of “handicapped” parking sticker.
As anyone who was traveled in differ-
ent States can attest to, the type of
sticker used or the location of the
sticker varies from State to State.

In Iowa, for instance, there is a port-
able placard that can be displayed by
hanging it from the rear view mirror.
Other States have permanent license
plates that designate the vehicle as
being eligible for the special parking
privileges. As a result of a very unfor-
tunate incident involving a constituent
of mine, it has come to my attention
that many States do not recognize the
valid handicapped parking permits
issued by other States.

In the particular instance I am
aware of, the handicapped person was
traveling in a New England State and
was displaying the Iowa handicapped
parking permit. While shopping at a
mall, the individual took advantage of
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the special spaces provided for the
handicapped. Unfortunately, upon re-
turning to her car, this person found a
parking ticket for illegally parking in a
space reserved for cars displaying a
handicapped sticker. My constitutent
found the police officer and pointed
out her Iowa sticker but was still re-
quired to pay the fine.

The amount of the fine was not ex-
cessive, Mr. President, but it is a fine
that never should have been levied.
The individual is clearly handicapped
and was displaying the valid Iowa
handicapped parking sticker.

In talking with individuals at the
Congressional Research Service and
the Disabled American Veterans, I
have found that the incident described
is all too common. It seems to me that
this is a situation which can be recti-
fied if there was a better system of co-
operation among the States.

1 am therefore taking this opportu-
nity to introduce a sense of Congress
resolution calling upon the States,
through the National Governors' Asso-
ciation, to come up with some type of
cooperative approach to resolving this
problem. I have spoken to the Gover-
nor of Iowa and he has agreed to bring
up the subject at the next National
Governors’ Association meeting. I am
hopeful that we can get the problem
resolved in the near future,

Now some have suggested, Mr. Presi-
dent, that perhaps we should come up
with some type of uniform symbol
that all the States can use. It seems,
however, that there are a number of
problems with this type of approach,
least of which is administrative.

Many handicapped persons, I have
learned, do not like the idea of a per-
manent symbol such as a license plate.
Others believe this type of approach is
necessary in order to prevent fraudu-
lent distribution of the symbol. Both
sides have strong and valid arguments
as to why their approach is the right
approach.

Quite frankly, I do not have any
opinion as to which approach is the
correct approach. Furthermore, I do
not think this is the type of matter
that should be dictated by the Federal
Government. That is why I have
chosen to introduce a concurrent reso-
lution instead of statutory language.

I believe, Mr. President, that it is im-
portant for Congress to use its powers
of persuasion before resorting to its
powers of legislation. I would point
out, however, that should the situa-
tion still prove to be a problem next
year, I am prepared to take more dras-
tic steps. In particular, I note that
some have suggested that a State's
Federal transportation funds be re-
stricted unless the State agreed to
some type of reciprocity. I think that
approach is unnecessary right now,
but support for such a measure could
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grow the longer the problem goes un-
resolved.

In closing, Mr. President, I want to
put my colleagues on notice that I
intend to offer my resolution in the
form of an amendment when the
Senate turns to consideration of the
transportation appropriations Dbill
later this session. I do not believe this
is a matter that can wait and we must
act as soon as possible.

I look forward to the day when
handicapped and disabled individuals
can travel from State to State without
fear of inadvertently violating another
State’s special handicapped parking
privileges.®

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the public that the Select
Committee on Indian Affairs will be
holding the following hearings:

On July 19, 1983, at 10 a.m., in room
SD-608, a hearing on S. 1499, to settle
certain claims of the Mashantucket
Pequot Indians; and, S. 1196, to confer
jurisdiction on the U.S. Claims Court
with respect to certain claims of the
Navajo Indian Tribe. Those wishing
additional information should contact
Paul Alexander of the committee at
224-2251.

On July 21, 1983, at 10 a.m., in room
SD-608, an oversight hearing on the
branch of Federal acknowledgment
within the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
Those wishing additional information
should contact Marilyn Heller of the
committee at 224-2251.

On July 26, 1983, at 10 a.m., in room
SD-608, a hearing on S. 1151, to com-
pensate heirs of deceased Indians for
improper payments from trust estates
to States or political subdivisions
thereof as reimbursements for old age
assistance received by decedents
during their lifetime; and, House Joint
Resolution 158, to make technical cor-
rections in the act of January 12, 1983
(Public Law 97-459). The hearing will
be followed by a business meeting on
S. 1499, S. 1196, S. 1151, and House
Joint Resolution 158. Those wishing
additional information should contact
Paul Alexander or Pete Taylor of the
committee at 224-2251.

On July 28, 1983, at 10 a.m., in room
SR-485, an oversight hearing on issues
of Indian health. Those wishing addi-
tional information should contact Pa-
tricia Zell of the committee at 224-
2251.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESQURCES

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
the scheduling of a public hearing
before the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources to consider the
nomination of William Perry Pendley,
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of Wyoming, to be an Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior for Energy and
Minerals. The hearing will be held on
Tuesday, July 12, beginning at 10 a.m.
in room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate
Office Building.

Those wishing to submit written
statements for the hearing record
should write to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources, room
SD-360, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
20510.

For further information regarding
this hearing you may wish to contact
Mr. Gary Elisworth of the committee
staff at 224-5304.

In addition, I would like to announce
that the full committee hearing re-
garding the geopolitics of strategic and
critical minerals scheduled for Friday,
July 22, will begin at 2 p.m. instead of
10 a.m.; and the full committee hear-
ing on S. 1132 scheduled for Monday,
July 25, will begin at 2 p.m. instead of
10 a.m.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND RESERVED
WATER

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
that the oversight hearing scheduled
before the Subcommittee on Public
Lands and Reserved Water regarding
acquisition of land, and acquisition
and termination of grazing permits or
licenses, will begin at 2 p.m. on Tues-
day, July 26, instead of 10 a.m. as pre-
viously scheduled.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I
would like to announce that the
Senate Banking Committee’s Subcom-
mittee on Consumer Affairs hearing
on S. 1152, a bill to amend the Con-
sumer Credit Protection Act with re-
spect to consumer leases and rental-
purchase agreements scheduled for
July 13, 1983, has been postponed
until July 19, 1983. The hearing will be
held at 9:30 a.m. in room SD-538 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

For further information, please con-
tact Linda C. Zemke at 224-1566.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

BUDGET STATUS REPORT

® Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 1
hereby submit to the Senate a status
report on the budget for fiscal year
1983 pursuant to section 311 of the
Congressional Budget Act.

Since my last report the Congress
has completed action on House Con-
current Resolution 91, the first budget
resolution for fiscal year 1984. This
status report reflects the revised reve-
nue and spending totals for fiscal year
1983 that are contained in House Con-
current Resolution 91 and presents
the current budget levels for fiscal
year 1983 on a basis that is consistent
with the economic and technical as-
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sumptions of House Concurrent Reso-
lution 91.
The report follows:

REPORT No. 83-6

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE U.S. SENATE FROM THE
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET—STATUS OF THE FISCAL
YEAR 1983 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN H.
CON. RES. 91, REFLECTING COMPLETED ACTION AS OF
JUNE 30, 1983

[in milfions of dollars)

m'mpm

807400 504,300
805,560 604,400

BUDGET AUTHORITY

Any measure providing budget or entitle-
ment authority which is not included in the
current level estimate and which exceeds
$12,072 million for fiscal year 1983, if adopt-
ed and enacted, would cause the appropriate
level of budget authority for that year as
set forth in H. Con. Res. 91 to be exceeded.

OUTLAYS

Any measure providing budget or entitle-
ment authority which is not included in the
current level estimate and which would
result in outlays exceeding $1,840 million
for fiscal year 1983, if adopted and enacted,
would cause the appropriate level of outlays
for that year as set forth in H. Con. Res. 91
to be exceeded.

REVENUES

Any measure that would result in revenue
loss exceeding $100 million for fiscal year
1983, if adopted and enacted, would cause
revenues to be less than the appropriate
level for that year as set forth in H. Con.
Res. 0l1.@

CAPITAL PUNISHMENT

® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wish to
have printed in the Recorp two in-
sightful articles regarding the effort
currently underway in Great Britain
to reinstitute capital punishment,
which has been outlawed in that coun-
try since 1964. “The Case Against the
Rope,” which appeared in a British
weekly, the Economist, was reprinted
Monday, July 11, 1983, in the Wash-
ington Post. The editorial, “The Death
Penalty as a Final Escape,” appeared
in the Detroit News on July 10, 1983. I
hope my colleagues will have an op-
portunity to read both of these arti-
cles, which provide compelling argu-
ments against reinstituting the death
penalty.

The articles follow:

[From the Washington Post, July 11, 1883]
THE CASE AGAINST THE ROPE

(Britain’s Parliament will soon consider
the reinstitution of capital punishment.
This contribution to the debate is reprinted,
with permission, from the British weekly,
The Economist.)

The last time a British government paid
an official to break a criminal’s neck with a
rope was in 1964. The last state-sanctioned
killing of a non-military offender in a civil-
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ized European nation was in France in 1977.
They cut the head off of a North African
immigrant with a weighted blade on vertical
runners—and a lot of respectable French-
men now think they guillotined the wrong
man.

It had finally seemed in the past decade
that instruments of execution had been
swept off the Western European continent
and its islands . . .

But there are still those who want to
bring official violence back, hankering not
so much for justice as for revenge against
the enemies of society, or for better protec-
tion for those (like policemen) who stand in
the front line of its defense. Most people in
Britain, if asked the abstract question, say
they would like certain classes of criminal
killed in their name—although when indi-
vidual hard cases arise they tend to be more
forgiving. Something like half of the new,
Tory-dominated House of Commons inclines
to that popular view.

On a vote free of party pressure, Parlia-
ment will soon be asked whether it wants
Britain to start executing people again. If
the answer is yes, there would then have to
be a grisly debate both about the offenses to
be scheduled as meet for capital punish-
ment, and about the appropriate technology
for state-sponsored killing.

It is strange that it should be mainly Con-
servatives who wish to put this ultimate
power in the hands of the state, whose au-
thority in other ways they rightly wish to
limit. What the pro-hangers hanker for, evi-
dently is a simple solution to complex prob-
lems. They think execution is a unique de-
terrent, that because it is swift and sure it
closes the endless arguments about crime
and punishment, right and wrong, and signi-
fies society’s absolute abhorrence of certain
sorts of offense. In practice, it does exactly
the opposite.

The three main white-ruled countries that
still execute people are Russia, South Africa
and America. Presumably, British execu-
tioners would wish to be compared only
with the last. In about three-quarters of the
United States, hanging, shooting, electro-
cuting or poisoning are now on offer.
Whether the prevalence of murder and vio-
lence there persists because of, or in spite
of, this institutional contempt for human
life is a question for Americans. But clearly
the execution even of duly convicted Ameri-
can killers is far from being swift, sure and
condign. So grave is the penalty that the
legislators and the courts struggle to make
it socially acceptable by finding distinctions
between capital and non-capital offenses.

The resulting appeals against sentence
last for years. Lawyers' ingenuity prevails
over retributive justice—exactly what a
simple and final punishment is meant to
avoid. Any categories of crime subjected to
capital punishment in Britain would have to
be equally subtly defined. . . .

The principal effect of hanging about a
dozen of Britain's 600 or so murderers a
year would be to fasten enormous publicity
on any trial which might qualify among
those dozen. Before 1964 occasional execu-
tions were very good for sales of the popular
Sunday newspapers; and, in general, what-
ever is lurid in the British popular Sunday
newspapers is bad for the British people.
With the advent of television, the danger of
publicity leading to imitation becomes
greater. As a child murderer is executed, de-
tails of how he tortured his victims to death
are revealed to the telemass; deviants are
excited thereby. “Bloggs, who is being
hanged behind these walls", says the telere-
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porter at the early morning wake, “was
caught by the following million-to-one
chance'; there are plenty of people who
would like to murder somebody else when
ceaselessly told of how to do it with only a
million-to-one chance of being discovered.

When death was the sole penalty for all
willful murder, capital punishment did at
least have the attraction of straightforward-
ness. You killed, you were killed, and the ac-
count was square according to Deuterono-
my. But nobody seriously supports that bib-
lical objective any more.

Most murders in Britain are domestic or
neighborly affairs, the terrible consequence
of desperation (usually drunken, often
sexual). Practically all pro-hangers now
found their case, with an effort at rational-
ity, on the degree of horror that particular
offenses excite, or on the intention to deter
specific categories of crime.

Which should be the categories? The
murder of children—usually committed by
distraught women or by sexual inadequates?
These last generally confess quickly today
when they can expect the medical treat-
ment they know they need; if they feared
the rope they might spin their defenses out,
and disturbed people in the tele-audience
would dangerously suck in their dreadful
excitements. Murder by firearms—but not
by poison, or with knives or car-jacks?
Murder of policemen—but not of security
guards or firemen on duty, or boy scouts
looking after old ladies?

One category of crime that needs deter-
ring is the use of firearms for robbery. It
has increased in Britain, although not so
much as is commonly supposed; but the rise
in armed robbery is much smaller than the
rise in undetected robbery. A greater risk of
being caught and imprisoned would deter
the gunmen. To propose execution, by con-
trast, would give criminals every incentive
to make sure they have eliminated all pro-
tential witnesses.

The case for hanging terrorist murderers
is even weaker, a rare ground for doubting
the good sense of the new home secretary,
Leon Brittan, is that in 1979 he voted
against all judicial killing except in its most
indefensible form, against terrorists. To
accept that a criminal acted for “political”
ends, and therefore to raise him into a more
awful category, is to concede and glorify his
case. The truly anti-terrorist penal system is
one that treats all crime as crime, without
exception. Killing rebels—remember the
story of the Dublin Easter uprising of
1916—can hand them victory. It is absurd to
advocate capital punishment of Irish terror-
ists when 10 of their members, only two
years ago, were carefully inflicting capital
punishment on themselves by hunger strike,
because they thought they served their
cause better dead than alive.

Most terrorists in Ulster possess Irish as
well as British citizenship. The British gov-
ernment could not deny them an appeal
against the death sentence to the European
court of human rights, nor could the Irish
government. . . . The political cost would in-
finitely outweigh the human satisfaction of
revenge for their hateful acts. As an execu-
tion neared, there might be hostage-taking
and the horrors of simultaneous revenge
“execution” by the IRA. Today some terror-
ists are caught because the police are told
where they are by other Irishmen, some-
times by their relatives; with any danger of
hanging, that would stop.

Hanging, even only for rare and vicious
crime, would upset the entire system of
criminal justice, and put increased strain on
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the judges. From 1957 to 1965 Britain tried
to operate a law that differentiated between
capital and other murders. It was capital to
kill while stealing or resisting lawful arrest;
to kill a policeman or anybody helping a po-
liceman; or, if a prisoner, to kill a prison of-
ficer on duty. . . .

The distinctions were intricate. The facts
of the cases were heard before juries. But
the fine legal points had to be disentangled
by the bench. It thus fell upon the judge to
rule without the assistance of a jury wheth-
er a man was on trial for his life or not. The
judges hated the task, since it is their sound
inclination to punish the criminal, not the
crime. Nobody should want to reimpose that
dreadful burden on the judges.

Some judges—some of the best—would de-
cline this butchers' work. Many barristers
would refuse on grounds of conscience to
take part in capital cases. Others would
prosecute less than wholeheartedly, and
defend very emotionally. Juries proved less
willing to convict just before 1964, when
execution could follow their verdict. Prison
governors would be reluctant to officiate in
overcrowded jails whose latent atmosphere
of violence and sexual frustration is knotted
up by the grisly presence of the gallows.

The Conservative waverers, many of them
newly elected, now probably hold the parlia-
mentary balance. They are under pressure
from their local pro-hanging party activists
(who no more reflect public opinion than do
the correspondingly militant Labor activists
on other issues). . . .

Those tempted to vote yes to hanging
must decide whether the duty they would
lay on others is one that they would them-
selves discharge. Would they, if asked by
the state, pull that lever and break that vil-
lain’s neck? If not, they must vote no and
lay the subject to rest for the life of this
Parliament. Every year that passes makes a
return to the old barbarity more remote,
more unthinkable for a civilized nation, and
less useful for a society that wishes to deter
crime.

[From the Detroit News, July 10, 1983]
THE DEATH PENALTY AS A FINAL ESCAPE
(By Edwin A. Roberts, Jr.)

The Economist, a British news magazine
whose thoroughness and respect for the
written word puts its American counterparts
on the children’s shelf, published an editori-
al in its July 2-8 issue condemning the
movement in the United Kingdom to bring
back the hangman's rope.

The editorial notes: “The three main
white-ruled countries that still execute
people are Russia, South Africa, and Amer-
ica. Presumably, British executioners would
wish to be compared only with the last. In
about three-quarters of the United States,
hanging, shooting, electrocuting, or poison-
ing are now on offer. Whether the preva-
lence of murder and violence there persists
because of, or in spite of, this institutional
contempt for human life is a question for
Americans. But clearly the execution even
of duly convicted American killers is far
from being swift, sure, and condign. So
grave is the penalty that the legislators and
the courts struggle to make it socially ac-
ceptable by finicky distinctions between
capital and noncapital offenses.”

The Economist then goes on to make the
familiar antiexecution arguments, disputing
Old Testament support for capital punish-
ment, insisting that the practice doesn’t
deter murderers, and winding up by asking
whether prohanging politicians would, if
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asked by the state, “pull that lever and
break that villain’s neck? If not, they must
vote no and lay the subject to rest for the
life of this parliament.”

The only problem with the magazine's ar-
gument is that it is one to which many pro-
execution people in that country, and in
this one, are invincibly immune.

Such people are chiefly interested in retri-
bution—i.e., refined revenge. The feeling is
easy to understand. There are murderers
whose monstrous crimes scream not just for
death but for an extended sojourn on the
rack. Nevertheless, how a society manages
its emotions is a measure of its intelligence,
maturity, and morality. Does an intelligent,
mature, and moral society execute felons
for civil erimes? To my mind, no.

What, then, is the best way to dissuade
capital punishment advocates?

We must play to their emotional need. We
must remind them that even as death can
be called a blessing to a long-suffering hos-
pital patient, so can it be defined as an
escape for the murderer. When a killer is
executed, he is set free. No longer does he
face the possibility of a hopeless, almost un-
imaginably miserable life behind bars. Argu-
ably perhaps, but still probably, a short
period of terror and an instantaneous death
are easier to bear than 30 or 40 years in a
maximum-security prison, there to be
denied everything that makes life endura-
ble. Especially hope and freedom.

It follows, of course, that murderers who
under present law in most states rate the
death penalty should be forever denied
parole and kept in the closest confinement.
That would satisfy the demands of justice
while sparing society the grisly business of
killing even a hideously evil person in cold
blood.

Since the beginning, Michigan has dis-
dained capital punishment. Since 1964, Brit-
ain has too. That profound reverence for
life reveals the kind of character civilized
men can only honor.e

U.N. CONTRIBUTIONS

® Mr., DAMATO. Mr. President, I
rise today to join the distinguished
senior Senator from my home State of
New York in consponsorship of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 50. This resolu-
tion urges the administration to with-
hold from the 1983 American contri-
bution to the United Nations the pro-
portionate U.S. share of funds that are
spent on an “International Conference
on the Fascist-Racist Alliance between
South Africa and Israel,” a meeting
being held this week in Vienna.

The scheduled conference is but an-
other of the blatantly one-sided at-
tacks on Israel, and Jews worldwide,
begun by elements of the United Na-
tions more than 20 years ago. Increas-
ingly, the rhetoric of Third World and
Soviet alined countries has been vitri-
olic in its criticisms of Israel, while
they continue to actively endorse the
politics and the policies of the terror-
ist PLO.

In the past year alone, U.N. ele-
ments have viciously targeted Israel in
a variety of arenas: the U.N. Educa-
tional, Cultural and Scientific Organi-
zations passed one resolution which
equates Zionism with colonialism and
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racial discrimination, and another res-
olution which calls for the rewriting of
Biblical history to eliminate the role
of the Jews; the International Atomic
Energy Agency rejected Israel’s cre-
dentials; an effort was made in the
International Telecommunications
Union to expel Israel; and Iran at-
tempted to challenge Israel’s creden-
tials in the U.N. General Assembly.

These types of malicious and malev-
olent actions, funded in part through
U.S. contributions to the United Na-
tions, are reaching a pinnacle of deceit
this week with the scheduling of a
conference to examine Israel as a so-
called ‘“fascist-racist” state. And
through all these efforts, the ac-
claimed heroes are the members of the
most frightening terrorist groups in
today’s world: the PLO.

It is painfully obvious that the pur-
poses of the conference are twofold:
first, to defame our strong ally in the
Middle East, the State of Israel,
through irrational slander; and
second, to glorify the PLO through
propaganda and falsification. The first
objective is clearly not within our own
national interest, nor does it further
world peace. The second, as noted by
my colleague from New York, cannot
legally be funded by U.S. contribu-
tions to the United Nations. This body
recognized some years ago that it was
totally inappropriate for the United
States to finance activities which pro-
vide “political benefits to the Palestine
Liberation Organization,” and U.S.
laws restrict our contributions to the
U.N. accordingly. This resolution
strengthens our position in this regard
so that neither our financial nor moral
support is provided to enhance a pre-
meditated propaganda display de-
signed to glorify terrorists at the ex-
pense of a strong ally.

Mr. President, I urge that immediate
action be taken to bring this resolu-
tion to the Senate floor. We must pass
it with resounding support. We can, in
this way, show our concern for truth
and honesty in the international
arena, and our firm conviction that
terrorist organizations should not be
exalted as heroes.@

ARMS CONTROL IMPLEMENTA-
TION FORCE STUDY

® Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, shortly
before we adjourned for the Fourth of
July recess, I had the opportunity to
present my proposal on arms control,
Senate Concurrent Resolution 46, to
the Foreign Relations Committee.
During that testimony, I indicated
that the Congressional Research Serv-
ice was preparing, under my general
policy guidance, a force study that was
illustrative of my approach. That
study has now been completed, and I
ask that it be printed in the REcorbD,
together with my letter of transmittal
to Senator PERCY.
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The Senator from Kansas believes,
Mr. President, that we must all seri-
ously address the awesome issue of the
control of nuclear weapons. We must
control those weapons, their numbers,
and certainly their proliferation. Oth-
erwise, we will run the clear risk that
instead of furnishing a shield for our
protection, that nuclear weapons will
themselves become the problem.

That is why I have joined many of
our colleagues in analyzing the nucle-
ar arms control issue. I will have more
to say on various aspects of this pro-
posal and its component elements in
the weeks and months to come. But
for now, Mr. President, I want to make
available for the consideration of all
Senators and their staffs the attached
practical illustration of my “triad”
proposal.

I am not wedded to every detail of
this illustration of the proposal, Mr.
President, and I recognize that there
could well be other ways of addressing
the problem in an overall way, conso-
nant with the general thrust and
meaning of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 46. But the Senator from Kansas
believes that this is a useful contribu-
tion to the debate, that more such
contributions are useful and indeed
desirable, and that together, we can
fashion an arms control package that
is realistic, fully consonant with the
requirements of our national defense
and the general views of the Scowcroft
Commission, and that advances the
cause of peace and nonproliferation of
nuclear weapons.

Mr. President, it is in that spirit that
the Senator from Kansas brings this
force study to the general attention of
the Senate. I welcome comments and
contributions on the proposal from
both sides of the aisle.

The material follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., June 24, 1983.
Hon. CHARLES PERCY,
Chairman, Senale Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During my arms con-
trol testimony before the Foreign Relations
Committee last Tuesday, June 21, I referred
to a Congressional Research Study that
would set forth one illustration of my ap-
proach to overall nuclear arms negotiations
at the strategic and intermediate ranges.
That study has now been completed accord-
ing to my general guidelines, and is at-
tached.

The study, I believe, illustrates a number
of the serious questions which arms negotia-
tors must begin to address, particularly in
the new negotiation area of intermediate
range weapons. As I replied to Senator
Kassebaum during the hearings on Tues-
day, for example, the smaller missiles which
may be developed under the Midgetman
concept will also introduce special issues of
verification. Similarly, dual purpose air-
craft, such as F-16s, would require some
modification to see whether any nuclear
:lomlﬂd become observable on a function-
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Similarly, the highly dangerous subma-
rine-launched cruise missiles deserve special
study, and if possible, specially negotiated
sublimitations. Purther, the problem of any
inclusion of French and British forces be-
comes illustrated clearly if we see what that
would do to allowable weapons allocations
on both sides. The problem, as Dr. Eugene
Rostow testified on Wednesday, is however
a political one primarily, and I would not
favor the inclusion of these weapons in the
negotiations. Nevertheless, for the sake of
force comparison, I did ask for the study to
set forth one scenario of inclusion.

As I mentioned on Tuesday afternoon, the
Foreign Relations Committee is to be com-
mended for its attention to this critical area.
I am glad to add this further contribution to
the debate and ask that this letter and en-
closed study be included in the full record of
your hearings.

Sincerely yours,
Bos DOLE.
A CoOMPREHENSIVE ARMS CONTROL PROPOSAL

PREPARED ACCORDING TO THE INSTRUCTIONS

oF THE HONORABLE ROBERT DOLE

ARMS CONTROL PROPOSAL: CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK

My recent comments on the floor of the
Senate, together with the ideas expressed
by myself and several of my colleagues in
Senate Concurrent Resolution 46, suggest a
number of basic principles related to the
U.S. position on nuclear arms control. These
principles, while not inconsistent with the
proposals made by the President and many
of my colleagues in the Congress, I believe
form a basis for a conceptual framework for
American arms control policy which com-
bines and extends these proposals in a way
hhat. better promotes and protects our secu-

ty.

My purpose in this discussion is to begin
to go beyond these principles with some
more specific ideas which could form a con-
ceptual framework for future U.S. arms con-
trol negotiating positions. On the one hand,
I believe such specific suggestions are essen-
tial if our policies are going to move in sen-
sible directions. At the same time, I fully
recognize the complexity and inherent diffi-
culty of the problem we are trying to tackle.
Therefore, I offer these suggestions not as
sure fire prescriptions for success. Rather
they are directed at channeling the public
debate toward the tough problems which we
in the United States need collectively to
solve if our approach to arms control is to
contribute measurably to our security.

In my remarks which follow, I will lay out
the basic principles mentioned earlier to-
gether with some specific ways that they
could be included in our arms control posi-
tions.

Balanced force structure

Traditionally the U.S. has relied on a bal-
anced force structure based on a triad of
manned bombers, submarine-based missiles
and land-based missiles. This structure has
effectively preserved deterrence. Any arms
control approach we pursue should not pre-
clude continuing with this balanced ap-
proach. At the same time, our experience
should tell us that military power is a com-
plex function of all three legs of the triad,
and that any arms control agreement that
will effectively check and reduce the mili-
tary power of our adversaries must take this
into account.

Relating this to the President’s current
proposal, it’s worth noting that only two
thirds of the triad—submarine and land-
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based missiles—are included. In the short
terms, this might seem to be a shrewd nego-
tiating strategy since the U.S. has a big ad-
vantage in bombers—the triad leg left out.
Putting aside whether the Soviets would
ever agree to such an approach, it is impor-
tant to consider the consequences for Amer-
ican security of leaving Soviet bomber
forces totally unchecked. We know from in-
telligence sources that the Soviets are ag-
gressively pursuing development of a new
bomber—the Blackjack, which appears to be
designed along the lines of our B-1. We also
know that the Soviets have considerable ex-
perience in developing cruise missiles that
can be launched from aircraft—giving the
potential for an even more lethal dimension
to their bomber force. Finally, independent
of whether one believes the Soviets violate
arms control agreements, there is a wide-
spread consensus that the Soviets will ex-
ploit loopholes in agreements to their best
advantage.

With the stage set as it is, I believe we are
not in a position where we can afford to
allow the bomber forces to go unaccounted
for in our arms control policy. Such a
gaping void may skew the Soviet's force
structure way out of kilter to the detriment
of our security especially given the absence
of U.S. continental air defenses. At the same
time, reasonable, balanced limits which
affect bombers on both sides can be de-
signed in ways that accommodate necessary
modernization of American forces while cut-
ting back on the overall size of strategic nu-
clear arsenals.

Atltention to destabilizing weapons

A major accomplishment of the Scowcroft
Commission and the subsequent position
adopted by the President is recognition that
our arms control positions can and should
pay particular attention to certain weapons
that might unnecessarily lead to making nu-
clear warfare more likely. The President's
proposal certainly heads in the right direc-
tion. It may be possible to take it further in
certain areas.

One area concerns land-based ICBMs. An
important lesson from the Scowcroft Com-
mission is that for a given number of ICBM
warheads on both sides, more ICBM launch-
ers will improve stability in a crisis since it
will be more difficult to disarm an oppo-
nent's ICBM force with a preemptive
attack. Despite this lesson, press reports in-
dicate that the U.S. negotiating position
still includes a limit of 1200 ICBM launch-
ers. While this 1200 limit is better than the
earlier 850 proposal, there may be some cir-
cumstance where even 1200 launchers are
too few to ensure stability. Since the limits
on ICBM warheads already contained in the
President's proposal are sufficient to limit
effectively military capabilities from
ICBMs, it would seem that limiting ICBM
launchers would be at least superfluous, and
as mentioned, actually contrary to improv-
ing stability in some circumstances.

Another area of substantial potential in-
stability not dealt with in the President's
proposal involves sea launched cruise mis-
siles. While nuclear armed sea launched
cruise missiles have been deployed in the
past by both the U.S. and US.S.R., they
have been relatively few in number and
crude by performance standards. A new gen-
eration of sea launched cruise missiles
promises a substantial jump in performance.
Further, our plans to deploy hundreds of
these systems, and apparent Soviet plans to
invest in this type weapon in a big way (ex-
emplified by their apparent plans to outfit
their new Oscar submarine as a cruise mis-
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sile carrier) seem to foretell a major jump in
U.8./Soviet nuclear competition. From a
standpoint of stability, such a circumstance
will signal yet another turn in the arms race
spiral and in a crisis, could tempt the Sovi-
ets to use these systems for essentially no
warning attacks against the vast, undefend-
ed target complexes on American coasts and
the shores of our allies. Because of this situ-
ation, I believe U.S. arms control policy
should pay special attention substantially
limiting this class of weapons which threat-
ens to inject instability into the U.S./
U.8.S.R. nuclear relationship.

A third area where I believe more effort is
needed to check destabilizing nuclear weap-
ons involves intermediate range nuclear air-
craft. (These are aircraft which have range
not sufficient to attack the U.S. from the
U.S.S.R. and vice versa, but do have range
to attack Western Europe from the Soviet
Union and vice versa.) To begin with, these
aircraft are not included in any of the Presi-
dent's proposals for arms control, Yet they
constitute a significant threat in the first in-
stance to our friends and allies in Europe,
Asia and elsewhere, In the case of at least
one aircraft sometimes put in this catego-
ry—the Backfire—there are many who
argue that it constitutes a threat to the
United States itself. In addition to posing
threats to our interests, these aircraft are
also destabilizing in a crisis or conventional
conflict. They are typically based in the the-
ater of potential (or actual) conflict in very
vulnerable postures at bases of fixed, known
locations. As such, they provide easy targets
which invite preemptive nuclear attack—a
situation clearly to be avoided in the inter-
ests of maintaining stability. Thus, because
of the destabilizing character of these weap-
ons, I believe they deserve explicit treat-
ment in our arms control positions.

Comprehensive coverage

As the preceding discussion indicates,
while the President’'s proposals treat a
range of nuclear weapons systems, they are
by no means comprehensive. They leave out
a number of weapons which are—or at least
should be—of concern to ourselves and to
the Soviets. Some of the weapons left out
are particularly destabilizing, both in fuel-
ing an arms race and in making a nuclear
conflict more likely in times of heightened
international tension. In the interests of
preserving our security and pursuing a per-
manent peace, our arms control positions
need to be expanded to take on coverage of
these additional weapons,

Realistic negotiating approach

To be realistic, our negotiating proposals
must first recognize our legitimate security
concerns. For example, some freeze propos-
als would effectively perpetuate Soviet ad-
vantages gained by their massive buildup in
ICBM forces—advantages which have left
our ICBMs potentially vulnerable to a pre-
emptive attack. Such freeze proposals, how-
ever well intended, realistically do not help
our security—in fact they hurt it.

Another element of realism for our negoti-
ating approach is to seek approaches that
offer something to both sides so that there
will be some chance that both parties will
come to an agreement. It takes little skill to
develop proposals which are clearly in the
American interest but clearly unacceptable
under any circumstances to our adversaries.
My objective in outlining these proposals
here is to develop a negotiating framework
which is realistic first and foremost in pro-
tecting U.S. security interests, but also one
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which I think the Soviets should find in
their best interest as well.
Verification

An absolute necessity for any arms control
agreement to safeguard American security
is that it be adequately verifiable—that any
cheating on the part of our adversaries that
would significantly affect the balance of
military power be detected in time for the
U.S. to take effective corrective action.
There are some proposals actively support-
ed today which unfortunately do not meet
this test—for example freezes on the pro-
duction of nuclear warheads seem beyond
any practical means of verification current-
ly available. There are others where the
question of verification is at best unclear—
for example limiting the number of mobile
IRBMs or counting dual-capable aircraft.
The arms control proposals offered here
recognize these difficulties, and their enact-
ment would be dependent on agreed ade-
quate verification measures.

Unfortunately an informed public debate
on verification is difficult to stage. Tradi-
tionally the intelligence community careful-
ly guards the details of how good our intelli-
gence resources are in gathering informa-
tion on Soviet weapons. In order for Ameri-
cans—in the Congress and in the public—to
make intelligent choices, I call upon the Ad-
ministration to make available to the great-
est extent possible information on our capa-
bilities and limitations for determining
whether the Soviets will be living up to
their part of any agreements that we may
negotiate with them.

Mutual freeze at lower levels

The spirit of a freeze—calling a halt to an
arms race—is an important one to capture in
any arms control agreement. Freezes which
perpetuate armament levels which are al-
ready too high, freezes which sanction a
state of nuclear instability, and freezes
which confer to our enemy advantage that
we are precluded from redressing cannot on
balance be worth our while. What is worth
our while is a freeze which gives deep cuts
in the nuclear arsenals for both sides, which
deals directly and comprehensively with the
most destabilizing weapons on both sides
and which confers the rights to equal mili-
tary power on both sides. This is the type of
freeze which I propose.

In terms of specific ceilings and limita-
tions, I believe a proposal along the follow-
ing lines would capture these principles:

Phase I: START

The basic premise of the Phase I strategic
reductions would be to follow the lead
offered in President Reagan’s START pro-
posal by limiting the warheads (or reentry
vehicles—RVs) on ballistic missiles on both
sides. However, it may be necessary to move
beyond the START proposal in two signifi-
cant ways:

(1) by adding bombers and cruise missiles
as part of an overall larger aggregate strate-
gic ceiling;

(2) not setting specific limits for ballistic
missile launchers, which may not be neces-
sary with firm RV constraints. Indeed, force
structure changes made by the United
States along the lines recommended by the
Scowcroft Commission could very well lead
the Soviet Union to alter its force structure
as US ICBMs de-MIRV.

The outline of the revised START propos-
al in Phase I would be:

(a) an aggregate ceiling of 6500 strategic
RVs, nuclear bombs, and cruise missiles

(b) a sub-ceiling of no more than 5000 RVs
on ballistic missiles (ICBMs and SLBMs)
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(c) a sub-ceiling of no more than 2500 RVs
on ICBMs within the 5000 ballistic missile
RV sub-ceiling

(d) a ban on tests to increase the fraction-
ation (l.e., the MIRV capacity) of ICBMs
and SLBMs beyond those levels in SALT II

(e) force modernization of all legs of the
strategic triad allowed on a 1:1 RV/weapon
basis within the agreed ceilings.

Such a proposal would have the following
effects:

(1) it preserves the basic goal of the
START proposal by emphasizing warheads
and not launchers, and offers genuine re-
ductions in the strategic arsenals of both
sides. The US arsenal would reduce from ap-
proximately 9,500 weapons to 6,500, and the
Soviet inventory from approximately 8,500
to 6,500.

(2) it preserves the strategic triad.

(3) it would allow the US and the Soviet
Union to modernize their strategic forces.
For the US this would be especially impor-
tant, and would allow us to carry out the
proposals of the Scowcroft Commission.

(4) it moves strategic arms control away
from launchers and firmly onto the weap-
ons themselves.

(5) it requires the largest reductions in the
most destabilizing weapons, the ICBMs.

(6) Verification could be carried out as fol-
lows:

(a) RV capabilities for missiles currently
in the arsenals are already established, pro-
viding a data base for both sides;

(b) counting rules for bombers and cruise
missiles have been established;

(c) rules and procedures for dismantling
and destroying excess systems are already in
place;

(d) National Technical Means (NTM) al-
ready in place can observe the RV capacity
of new missiles during tests, or observe tests
of current missiles to enforce the ban on in-
creased fractionation.

Under this proposal the strategic force
structure for the United States and the
Soviet Union could look like the following
illustrative examples, which presume that
both nations decide to maintain their cur-
rent asymmetrical forces, with the US em-
phasizing a greater overall balance, and the
Soviets emphasizing ICBMs:

United States
ICBM:
100 MX x 10 MIRV's. TR
500 Minuteman II/SICBM X1
RV

Total ICBM RV's....cccovircmmencananne

SLBM:
12 Ohio SSBN's x 24 tubes =
288 Trident IT x 8 MIRV'Ss ........
9! Lafayette SSBN’'s x 16 tubes
1,152

1,000
500

1,500

2,304
= 144 Trident I x 8 MIRV's......
Total SLBM RV's

Subtotal, U.S. ICBM + SLBM

RV’'s 4,956

Manned bombers: 102* B-1B's x 15
ALCM'S/WeADOMS .....ccousnsisssnsssssssnsssns

Aggregate, U.S. Strategic weap-
ons 6,

'Under one of the INF approaches outlined

below the United States would subsume the 144

SLBEM RV's currently deployed by Britain and

France in U.S. START totals. In that case the U.S.

ICBM force could remain as above, while the SLBM

and manned bomber totals under START would
change as follows:
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12 U.S. Ohio SSBN's x 24 tubes
= 288 Trident II X 8 MIRV's....

9 U.S. Lafayeite SSBN's x 16
tubes = 128 Trident I x 8
MIRV's

4 British Polaris SSBN's x 16
tubes = 64 Polaris x 1 RV

5 French SSBN's x latuhag
80 MSBS x 1RV ...

Total, allied SLBM RV's

Subtotal, U.S. ICBM RV's +
allied SLBM RV's. e
Manned bomber: 101 B~1Bs x 15
ALCM's/weapons ... 1,515

Aggregate, U.S. allied strategic
weapons.
Soviet Union

4,972

ICBM'’s:
100 SS-18 x 10 MIRV’s ..
100 SS5-24 x 10 MIRV’s ..
500 SS-IIISS-ISISICBM x 1 RV

Total, ICBM RV'S .....ccueerusenssens

SLBM's:
4 Typhoon SSBN's x 20=80 SS-
N-X x 10 MIRV's.
15 Delta IIT SSBN‘S )< 18 240
S8-N-18 x T MIRV’s ..

Total, SLBM RV'S...ccccoevuraresnnns

Subtotal, Soviet ICBM +
SLBM RV'S. i idiiiisvssisicimininn

Manned bombers:
101 Blackjack x 12 weapons.........
T7 Tu-95 Bear X 4 weapons..........

2,480
4,980

1,212
308

Total, manned bomber weap-
ons

Aggregate, Soviet
weapons
Phase II: INF

INF is a thornier problem than strategic
systems for several reasons:

(a) there is less agreement as to which sys-
tems should be included, and what consti-
tutes a balance in INF;

(b) unlike strategic arms, there are no
precedents for INF arms control upon
which to draw;

(¢) verification issues become much more
complex given systems that are more
mobile, or that have dual (i.e., conventional
and nuclear) capabilities, or in which the
actual weapons themselves are much small-
er.

To a large extent the outcome of the INF
talks could depend on the resolution of the
first issue, which systems should be includ-
ed. The Soviet Union has insisted that Brit-
ish and French nuclear systems be included
in this total, while the United States has
sald that this is not an issue for bilateral ne-
gotiations, and that the US has no control
over those systems.

Obviously, it might be possible for the US
and its allies to work out some arrangement
to include these systems. The Phase I INF
proposal could take either track, including
or excluding these systems.

In the first proposal outlined below the
current British and French nuclear forces
have been included; in the second they have
not. The first proposal does not take into
account British and French plans for force
modernization. These plans would greatly
increase Allied RV totals (from the current

1,520
strategic

6,500
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total of 162 RVs to some 934 RVs), which
would have to be compensated for out of US
SLBM totals under START, or by a major
revision of INF to include SLBMs, which
would then allow the Soviets to keep many
of the SLBMs they otherwise would have to
dismantle.

The INF proposal would take the follow-
ing lines:

(a) a global ceiling of 1500 INF weapons,
including IRBM/MREM RVs, GLCMs,
SLCMs, and dual capable aircraft weapons.
British and French SLBMs would count as
part of the US SLBM total under START;

(b) a sub-ceiling of 126 RVs on IRBMs and

MRBMs;

(c) GLCMs and SLCMs are to be counted
as part of the dual capable aircraft total;

(d) no SLCMs may be deployed on subma-
rines; SLCMs may be deployed on surface
vessels subject to agreed counting rules for
the number of canisters per ship times the
number of SLCMs carried on board.

Such a proposal would have the following
effects:

(1) the global ceiling would require a re-
duction of Soviet systems down from cur-
rent totals of approximately 2880 to 1500.

(2) the sub-ceiling on IRBM/MREM RVs
would require a reduction of approximately
318 S5-20s globally, and 198 in the SS-20
force now threatening Western Europe.
Limits on IRBMs would affect the most de-
stabilizing weapons.

(3) this ceiling could accommodate current
British and French systems, but planned
British and French force modernizations
could be allowed only by decreasing US
SLBM forces in START or raising INF
limits with the possibility of Soviet SLBM
deployments under INF.

(4) the US could carry out most of the
planned GLCM deployment.

(5) Verification would be more difficult,
especislly in terms of counting aircraft and

SLCMs,. Agreed weapon loads counting rules
for each type of aircraft and for ship load-
ings of SLLCMs would be necessary. It might
also be necessary to agree to identify all
sites at which LRBMs and MRBMs and/or
their mobile launchers are manufactured.

Allied and Soviet force structures might
appear as follows under this proposal:

Allied INF

IRBM/MREM:
18 SSBS (French MRBM) x 1

RV
108 U.S. Pershing IT x 1 RV.........

Total, allied IRBM/MRBM
RV’s

Aircraft/GLCM:
48 Vulean B-2 (Britain) x 2

weapons

33 Mirage IV A (France)
weapon

165 F-111 (U.8.) X 2 weapons.......

60 FB-111A (U.S.) X 4 weapons...

120 A-6E (U.S.) (12 aircraft carri-

|

emxwaimrait=120m

craft) x 1 weapon...
150 F-16 * (U.8.) x 1 weapon v
404 GLCMs (U.8.) x 1 weapon.....

Total, aircraft/GLCM weapons 1,373

Soviet INF
42 88-20 x

1,499

IREM/MRBM:
MIRV’s
Aircraft/GLCM's:

150 Tu-22 Blinder x 2 weapons...
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350 Su-19/Su-24 x 1 weapon .......
300 Tu-26 Backfire x 2 weapons.

Total, aircraft weapons 1,374

Total, Soviet INF... neibbticy 1,500
' The inclusion of F-16's assumes agreement on
some kind of FROD—{unctionally related observ-
able difference—to allow verification of those air-
craft committed to a nuclear mission, and the
larger number planned for a conventional role.
Finally, should be the INF negotiations
not include British and French systems, the
US could deploy the INF forces shown
below. In this case the overall INF ceiling
could be dropped to 1482 and the IRBM/
MRBM sub-ceiling dropped to 108 (the de-
crease of French MRBMs), or the US could
deploy 18 additional Pershing IIs. Should
the overall ceilings be lowered the Soviet
total of SS-20s would have to decrease to 36,
while their aircraft total could remain as
above. In the US force structure shown
below the INF ceiling remains at 1500, with
the IRBM RV sub-ceiling dropping to 108.
This would allow the full planned GLCM
deployment of 464, leaving room for 88 addi-
tional aircraft to be determined in the
future. In an INF agreement of 1500 weap-
ons and 108 IRBM RVs, the Soviet could
also add 18 weapons to their Aircraft/
GLCM total. An INF limit of 1482 would
keep their aircraft levels as above.

United States INF

IRBM: 108 Pershing IT x 1 RV ...........
Aircraft/GLCM:
165 FB-111 x 2 weapons...
60 FB-111A x 4 weapons..
120 A-6E (12 aircraft carrl-
ers X 10 aireraft = 120 A-
6E’s) x 1 weapon
150 F-16 x 1 weapon
464 GLCM’'s x 1 weapon.
88 other nuclear aircraft, to be
decided x 1 weapon.. -

350
)

108

Total, aircraft weapons/GLCM

Total, UB. INF .....cusisrsissorssssias

Beyond phase I

With Phase 1 successfully in place, which
would probably require several years to im-
plement, it would then be possible to freeze
the inventories of both sides at levels that
would indeed be equal. With such a freeze
in place we could then proceed to further
phased reductions on strategic and interme-
diate forces. A number of different methods
would be possible, including percentage re-
ductions to maintain the triads in both
areas, or a willingness to continue to empha-
size the more destabilizing weapons first.e

1,392
1,500

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Chair inquire if there is further morn-
ing business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning busi-
ness? If not, morning business is
closed.

OMNIBUS DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1984

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to consider the
bill, S. 675, which the clerk will state
by title.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (8. 675) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1984 for the Armed Forces
for procurement, for research, development,
test, and evaluation, and for operation and
maintenance, to rescribe  personnel
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed
Forces and for civilian employees of the De-
partment of Defense, and for other pur-
poses.

The Senate proceeded to consider
the bill (S. 675) which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Armed
Services with an amendment to strike
all after the enacting clause, and
insert the following:

SHORT TITLES

Section 1. (a) This Act may be cited as the
“Omnibus Defense Authorizalion Act, 1984".

fb) Title I may be cited as the “Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1984,

fe) Title II may be cited as the “Military
Construction Authorization Act, 1984,

fd) Title III may be cited as the “Depart-
ment of Energy National Security and Mili-
tary Applications of Nuclear Energy Author-
ization Act, 1984,

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT, COMPENSA-

TION, AND PERSONNEL MATTERS

PART A—PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, ARMY

Sec. 101. (a) Funds are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1984 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, weapons
and tracked combat vehicles, and ammuni-
tion, and for other procuremeni for the
Army, as follows:

For aircraft, $3,230,900,000.

For missiles, $2,806,900,000.

For pons and tracked combal vehicles,
$4,531,016,000.

For ammunition, $2,144,589,000.

For other procurement, $4,758,170,000.

For Army National Guard equipment,
$100,000,000.

(b) The Secretary of the Army shall contin-
ue to evaluate the feasibility of establishing
a second production source for the M-1 tank
engine and submit the results of his evalua-
tion to the appropriate commillees of the
Congress at least 30 days before any funds
are obligated under a second source contract
Sfor such engine.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, NAVY AND
MARINE CORPS

Sec. 102. (a) Funds are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1984 for
procurement of aircraft, weapons (including
missiles and lorpedoes), shipbuilding and
conversion, and for other procurement for
the Navy, as follows:

For aircraft, $10,457,400,000.

For weapons (including missiles and tor-
pedoes), $3,769,400,000.

conversion,

For  shipbuilding
$11,391,600,000.

For other procurement, £4,375,338,000.

(b) Funds are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for fiscal year 1984 for procure-
ment for the Marine Corps (including mis-
siles, tracked combat vehicles, and other
weapons) in the amount of $1,808,149,000.

(c) None of the funds appropriated pursu-
ant to an authorization of appropriations
in this or any prior Act may be used to
equip any Naval Air Reserve unit with F/A-
18 aircrast.

fd) None of the funds appropriated pursu-
ant to any authorization of appropriations

and
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contained in this or any other Act may be
obligated or expended for the purchase of the
5-inch semiactive laser guided projectile
until the Navy has caused to be published,
after the date of the enactment of this Act, a
notice of the proposed procurement of such
projectile, as provided in section 8(e) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(e)), re-
flecting up-to-date information on such pro-
Jjectile. Such notice shall give reasonable op-
portunity, but in no event less than 90 days,
Jor response before the award of any con-
tract is made for procurement of such pro-
Jectile.
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, AIR FORCE

Sec. 103. fa) Funds are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1984 for
procurement of aircraft and missiles, and
Jor other procurement for the Air Force, as
Jollows:

For aircraft, $21,286,690,000.

For missiles, $8,532,334,000.

For other procurement, $7,150,902,000.

For Air National Guard egquipment,
$25,000,000.

fb) Of the funds authorized Lo be appropri-
ated in this section for aircrasft for the Adir
Force, the sum of $112,100,000 is available
only for contribution by the United Statles
as its share of the cost for fiscal year 1984 of
acguisition by the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization of the Airbormne Warning and
Control System (AWACS).

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, DEFENSE

AGENCIES

Sec. 104. (a) Funds are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1984 for
procurement by the Defense agencies in the
amount of $969,091,000.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, DEFENSE

PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES

Sec. 105. Funds are hereby authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year 1984 for pur-
chases of, or commitments to purchase,

metals, minerals, or other materials by the
Department of Defense pursuant to section
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950
(50 U.S.C. App. 2093) in the amount of
$150,000,000.

CERTAIN AUTHORITY PROVIDED THE SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE IN CONNECTION WITH THE NATO
AIRBORNE WARNING AND CONTROL SYSTEM
fAWACS) PROGRAM
SEc. 106. Effective on October 1, 1983, sec-

tion 103fa) of the Department of Defense Au-

thorization Act, 1982 (Public Law 97-86; 95

Stat. 1100) is amended by siriking out

“fiscal year 1983” both places it appears and

inserting in lieu thereof “fiscal year 1984".
SECURE COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT AND A

SPECIAL CLASSIFIED PROGRAM
Sgc. 107. The Secretary of Defense is au-
thorized to procure secure telephone commu-
nication systems, including equipment and
related items, during fiscal year 1984 for the

Department of Defense and other Govern-

ment agencies and entities to support a na-

tional program to provide secure telephone
service. Of the funds authorized Lo be appro-
priated pursuant to this title, not more than
$60,000,000 may be used to provide secure
telephone equipment and related items to
the Department of Defense and other Gov-
ernment agencies and entities in support of
such a national program. Eguipment pro-
vided to Government agencies and entities
oulside the Department of Defense under the
authority of this section, and such related
services as may be necessary, may be fur-
nished by the Secretary of Defense with or
without reimbursement. In addition, of the
Junds authorized to be approprialed pursu-
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ant to this title, not more than $220,000,000

is authorized for a special classified pro-

gram.

AUTHORIZATION OF MULTIYEAR CONTRACTS FOR
THE B-1B AIRCRAFT, PROHIBITION ON MUL-
TIYEAR CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN EQUIPMENT

Sec. 108. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, procurement of the B-1B
aircrafl program may be carried out under a
multivear procurement coniract in accord-
ance with section 2306(h) of title 10, United
States Code.

fb) The Department of Defense is denied
the authority to execute multiyear procure-
ment contracts, as proposed in the Depart-
ment’s fiscal year 1984 budget request, for
procurement of any of the following:

(1) AH-64 helicopler engines.

(2) F-18 aircraft engines.

(3) LSD-41 class amphibious ships.

(4) F-15 aircraft.

(5) KC-135 reengining (airframes).

(6) Mark 30 targets.

(7) AN/SSQ-62 DICASS sonobouys.

(8) TB-16 towed arrays.

LIMITATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT
TO THE PROCUREMENT AND DEPLOYMENT OF
THE MX MISSILE

Skec. 109. (a)(1) Funds appropriated pursu-
ant to the authorization of appropriations
in section 103 may be used to procure not
more than twenty-one operational MX mis-
siles for deployment.

f2) MX missiles procured with funds au-
thorized to be appropriated by section 103
shall be deployed in existing Minuteman
missile silos that are part of the 319th and
400th Strategic Missile Squadrons and sup-
ported by Francis E. Warren Air Force Base,
Wyoming. The first ten MX missiles pro-
cured for deployment by the Air Force shall
be placed on alert status, with appropriate
securily and logistics facilities in operation,
not later than December 31, 1986.

(b)(1) The Secretary of the Air Force shall
prepare a full draft and final environmental
impact statement in accordance with all
terms, conditions, and requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) on the proposed de-
ployment and peacetime operations of MX
missiles in the Minuteman silos referred to
in subsection (a). The final environmental
impact statement on the proposed deploy-
ment of such missiles shall be published not
later than January 31, 1984.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary of the Air Force {A)
may immediately commence planning, facil-
ity and equipment designing, surveying, and
other predeployment aclivilties with respect
to the MX missile, and (B) shall proceed
promptly following the publication of the
Jfinal environmental impact statement re-
Sferred to in paragraph (1) with deployment
of MX missiles in the missile silos referred
to in subsection (a).

fc) The President shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and
the House of Representatives, coincident
with the submission to the Congress of any
request made after the date of the enactment
of this Act for funds for the procurement of
operational MX missiles intended for de-
ployment, a written assessment relating to
the requirement for and the anticipated
impact of the procurement of such missiles.
This assessment shall include the President’s
judgment with respect lo—

(A) the degree to which current and pro-
jected international conditions require the
procurement of such missiles for operational
purposes;
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(B) the expected impact the procurement
of such missiles will have on the stability of
the strategic balance between the United
States and the Soviet Union; and

(C) the effect the procurement of such mis-
siles, if approved by the Congress, will likely
have on achieving negotiated reductions in
the nuclear forces of the United States and
the Soviet Union through sound, equitable,
and verifiable arms control agreements.
PART B—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND

EVALUATION

AUTHORIZATTON OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 111. (a) Funds are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1984 for
the use of the Armed Forces for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation, in amounts
as follow:

For the Army, $4,193,364,000.

For the Navy (including the Marine
Corps), $7,652,642,000.

For the Air Force, $12,499,116,000.

For the Defense agencies, $2,468,537,000, of
which $55,800,000 is authorized for the ac-
tivities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense.

fb) In addition to the funds authorized to
be appropriated in subsection (a), there are
authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year
1984 such additional sums as may be neces-
sary for increases in salary, pay, retirement,
and other employee benefils authorized by
law for civilian employees of the Depart-
ment of Defense whose compensation is pro-
vided for by funds authorized to be appro-
priated in subsection fa).

RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR THE C-17
AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

Sec. 112. None of the funds appropriated
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions in section 111 may be obligated or ex-
pended for the C-17 aircraft program until
f1) a Selected Acquisition Report on the C-
17 aircraft program has been submilted to
the Commitlees on Armed Services of the
Senate and House of Representatives, (2) the
Secretary of Defense has submitted to such
commiltlees a report validating the require-
ment, concepts, and design of the C-17 air-
craft, and (3) a period of 30 days has elapsed
after the date on which such committees re-
ceive such submissions.

RESTRICTION ON THE USE OF FUNDS FOR THE
JOINT TACTICAL MISSILE PROGRAM AND THE
JOINT SURVEILLANCE AND TARGET ATTACK
SYSTEM

Sec. 113. (a) None of the funds appropri-
ated pursuant to the authorization con-
tained in section 111 may be obligated or ex-
pended for the Joint Tactical Missile Pro-
gram or the Joint Surveillance and Target
Attack System until the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff have jointly submitted a report lo the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and the House of Representalives contain-
ing a comprehensive and coordinated plan
Jor the development and procurement of
such program and system and submunitions
associated with such program and system.
The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall clearly
define the integration of such program and
system within the Air-Land Battle concept
developed in the Department of Defense and
the expected contribution of such program
and system to the disruption and destruc-
tion of follow-on enemy forces.

(b) The President shall submit a written
report to the Congress, within 30 days after
the receipt by the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep-
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resentatives of the report referred lo in sub-
section (a), containing his views and recom-
mendations on the subjects discussed in that
report.
PART C—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 116. (a) Funds are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for fiscal year 1984 for
the use of the Armed Forces and other activi-
ties and agencies of the Deparitment of De-
fense for expenses, nol otherwise provided
Jor, for operation and mainienance, in
amounts as follow:

For the Army, $17,460,900,000.

For the Navy, $22,538,100,000.

For the Marine Corps, $1,552,100,000.

For the Air Force, $18,017,000,000.

For the Defense agencies, £6,716,600,000.

For the Army Reserve, $654,000,000.

For the Naval Reserve, $675,300,000.

For the Marine Corps Reserve, $52,429,000.

For the Air Force Reserve, $785,700,000.

For the Army  National Guard,
$1,126,400,000.

For
$1,808,900,000.

For the National Board for the Promotion
of Rifle Practice, $899,000.

For Defense Claims, $172,900,000.

For the Court of Military Appeals,
$3,372,000.

(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for fiscal year 1984, in addition to the
amounts authorized to be appropriated in
subsection (a), such sums as may be neces-
sary—

(1) for increases in salary, pay, retirement,
and other employee benefits authorized by
law for civilian employees of the Depart-
ment of Defense whose compensation is pro-
vided for by funds authorized to be appro-
priated in subsection (a);

f2) for unbudgeted increases in fuel cost;
and

Air National Guard,

(3) for increases as the result of inflation
in the costs of activities authorized by sub-
section (al.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR ASSIST-
ANCE FOR 1984 GAMES OF THE XXIII OLYMPIAD
Sec. 117. (a) Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, the Secrelary of Defense is

authorized—

(1) to provide logistical support and per-
sonnel services lo the 1984 Games of the
XXIIT Olympiad;

r2) to lend and provide equipment in sup-
port of the 1984 Games of the XXIIT Olym-
piad; and

(3) to provide such other services in sup-
port of the 1984 Games of the XXIII Olym-
piad as the Secrelary may consider advisa-
ble.

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated
to the Department of Defense for fiscal year
1984 an amount not to exceed $25,000,000
Sfor the purpose of carrying out subsection
fa). Except for funds used for pay and non-
travel-related allowances for members of the
Armed Forces other than members of the Re-
serve components thereof called or ordered
to active duty to provide support for the
XXIIT Olympiad, no funds may be obligated
Jor such purpose unless specifically appro-
priated for such purpose. The costs for pay
and nontravel-related allowances of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces, other than mem-
bers of the Reserve components thereof
called or ordered to active duty to provide
support for the XXIII Olympiad, may not be
charged to appropriations made pursuant to
this authorization.

fc) None of the funds appropriated pursu-
ant to the authorization contained in this
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section may be obligated until the President

approves the justification for the assistance

described in subsection (a) submitted by the

Olimpic Law Enforcement Coordinalion

Council. The justification shall include an

explanation of the necessity for the request-

ed support for security, medical services,
and for related equipment or other support

The justification shall also include the oper-

ational responsibilities and financial limi-

tations of each governmental agency repre-

sented on the Council Such justification
shall be presenled in such delail as the Sec-
retary of Defense considers necessary.

(d) Upon approval of the justificalion re-
ferred to in subseclion (c) by the President, a
copy of such justification shall be forwarded
to the Committees on Armed Services and on
Appropriations of the Senale and the House
of Representatives.

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES, AIR FORCE

Sec. 118. None of the funds appropriated
pursuant to an authorization contained in
this or any other Act for “Operation and
Maintenance, Air Force” or “Operation and
Maintenance, Air National Guard” may be
obligated or expended to carry out alter-
ations in the planned changes with respect
to F-106, F-4, and F-15 aircraft types an-
nounced by the Air Force on January 31,
1983, in its plan for “Tactical and Air De-
JSense Force Structure Changes”, until—

(1) the Secretary of the Air Force has con-
ducted a study of the cost-benefit, cost effec-
tiveness, and military-effectiveness of the
proposed alterations to such plan and has
submilted a written repori to the Congress,
in conjunction with the submission of the
Department of Defense’s budget request for
Junds for fiscal year 1985, or in conjunction
with any other formal budget request for the
Department of Defense, containing the re-
sults of such study, including an analysis of
(A) the impacts on the regional economies of
the areas that would be affected by the pro-
posed alterations to such plan and of the
non-military costs to the United States, in-
cluding increases in Federal outlays for un-
employment compensation, for other bene-
fits and services to individuals and commu-
nities, and for economic adjustment activi-
ties, and (B) the environmental, strategic,
and operational consequences of the pro-
posed alterations to such plan, and

(2) a period of 60 days has expired after
the date on which such report is received by
the Congress and the appropriate commit-
tees have had ample opportunity to consider
Jully the fiscal, economic, environmental,
and military ramifications of these pro-
posed alterations to the plan announced
January 31, 1983.

LIMITATION ON AMOUNT THAT MAY BE MADE
AVAILABLE FROM THE REVOLVING AND MANAGE-
MENT FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1984
Sec. 119. Not more than $2,519,166,600

may be made available out of the Revolving

and Management Funds of the Department

of Defense for fiscal year 1984.

ParT D—AcTIVE FORCES
AUTHORIZATION OF END STRENGTH

SEc, 121. The Armed Forces are authorized
strengths for active duty personnel as of
September 30, 1984, as follows:

(1) The Army, 780,459.

f2) The Navy, 565,782

(3) The Marine Corps, 196,872.

f4) The Air Force, 599,561.

QUALITY CONTROL ON ENLISTMENTS INTO THE

ARMY

SEec. 122. Effective on October 1, 1983, sec-
tion 302(a) of the Department of Defense Au-
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thorization Act, 1981 (Public Law 96-342; 10
U.S.C. 520 notle), is amended by siriking out
“October 1, 1982” and “September 30, 1983
and inserting in lieu thereof “October 1,
5983" and “September 30, 1984", respective-
Y.

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR THE TEMPORARY

PROMOTIONS OF CERTAIN NAVY LIEUTENANTS

SEcC. 123. Section 5721(f) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by siriking out
“September 30, 1983" and inserting in lieu
thereof “September 30, 1984".

PART E—RESERVE FORCES

AUTHORIZATION OF AVERAGE STRENGTHS FOR
SELECTED RESERVE

Sec. 131. (a) For fiscal year 1984, the Se-
lected Reserve of the Reserve components of
the Armed Forces shall be programed to
attain average sirengths of not less than the
JSollowing:

1) The Army National Guard of the
United States, 424,400.

f2) The Army Reserve, 273,700.

f3) The Naval Reserve, 112,600.

f4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 40,300.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United
Stlates, 103,400.

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 68,600.

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 12,000.

(b) The average sirength prescribed by sub-
section (a) for the Selected Reserve of any
Reserve component shall be proportionately
reduced by (1) the total authorized strength
of units organized to serve as units of the
Selected Reserve of such component which
are on active duty (other than for training)
at any time during the fiscal year, and (2)
the total ber of individual members not
in unils organized lo serve as units of the
Selected Reserve of such component who are
on active duty (other than for training or
for unsatisfactory participation in train-
ing) without their consent at any Ltime
during the fiscal year. Whenever such units
or such individual members are released
Jfrom active duly during any fiscal year, the
average strength prescribed for such fiscal
year for the Selected Reserve of such Reserve
component shall be proportionately in-
creased by the total authorized strength of
such units and by the total number of such
individual members.

AUTHORIZATION OF END STRENGTHS FOR RE-
SERVES ON ACTIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT OF THE
RESERVES

SEec. 132. (a) Within the average strengths
prescribed in section 131, the Reserve com-
ponents of the Armed Forces are authorized,
as of September 30, 1984, 45,098 Reserves lo
be serving on full-time active duty for the
purpose of organizing, administering, re-
cruiting, instructing, or training the Re-
serve components.

(bJ(1) The end strengths for Reserves pre-
scribed in subsection (a) shall be appor-
tioned among the Army National Guard of
the United States, the Army Reserve, the
Naval Reserve, the Marine Corps Reserve,
the Air National Guard of the Uniled States,
and the Air Force Reserve in such numbers
as the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe.
The Secretary of Defense shall report to the
Congress within 60 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act on the manner in
which the initial allocation of such Reserve
personnel is made and shall include the ra-
tionale for each allocation.

f2) Upon a determination by the Secretary
of Defense that such action is in the nation-
al interest, the end strength prescribed in
subsection (a) may be increased by a total of
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not more than the number equal to 2 percent
of the total end strengths prescribed.
INCREASE IN NUMBER OF CERTAIN PERSONNEL AU-
THORIZED TO BE ON ACTIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT
OF THE RESERVE COMPONENTS
Skec. 133. (a) The table in section 517(b) of
title 10, United States Code, is amended to
appear as follows:

Air
Force

“Grade Army Navy b

E-§......
E-8.....

314
1,454

156
381

143
617

6
56",

(b) The table in section 524(a) of such title
is amended to appear as follows:

or
Navy
Cap-

tain.... 338 177 171 23"

fc) The amendments made by subsections
fa) and (b) shall take effect on October 1,
1983.

BONUSES FOR ENLISTMENTS, REENLISTMENTS, AND
VOLUNTARY EXTENSIONS OF SERVICE IN ELE-
MENTS OF THE READY RESERVE OTHER THAN
THE SELECTED RESERVE

Sec. 134. (a) Chapter 5 of title 37, Uniled
States Code, is amended by inserting after
section 308f the following new sections:

“$ 3089. Special pay: bonus for enlistment in
elements of the Ready Reserve other than
the Selected Reserve

“fa) An eligible person who enlists in a
combat or combat support skill of an ele-
ment (other than the Selected Reserve) of the
Ready Reserve of an armed force for a term
of enlistment of not less than siz years, and
who has not previously served in an armed
Sorce, may be paid a bonus as provided in
subsection (b) of this section.

“fb) Eligibility for and the amount and
method of payment of a bonus under this
section shall be delermined in accordance
with regulations prescribed under subsec-
tion (g) of this section, exceplt that the
amount of such a bonus may not exrceed
£1,000.

“fc) A bonus may not be paid under this
section for a term of enlistment to any
person who fails to complete satisfactorily
initial active duty for training or who, upon
completion of initial active duly for train-
ing, elects to serve the remainder of the term
aof enlistment in the Selected Reserve or in
an active component of an armed force.

“fd) A person who receives a bonus pay-
ment under this seclion and who fails
during the period for which the bonus was
paid to serve salisfactorily in the element of
the Ready Reserve with respect to which the
bonus was paid shall refund to the United
States an amouni which bears the same
ratio to the amount of the bonus paid to
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such person as the period which such person

failed to serve satlisfactorily bears to the

tolal period for which the bonus was paid.

“fe) An obligation to reimburse the United
States imposed under subsection (d) of this
section is, for all purposes, a debt owed to
the United Stales.

“(f) A discharge in bankruptcy under title
11 that is entered less than five years afler
the termination of an enlistment for which
a bonus was paid under this section does
nolt discharge the person receiving such
bonus payment from the debt arising under
subsection (d) of this section. This subsec-
tion applies to any case commenced under
title 11 after the date of the enactment of the
Department of Defense Authorization Act
1984.

“fg) This section shall be administered
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary of Defense for the armed forces under
his jurisdiction and by the Secretary of
Transportation for the Coast Guard when it
is not operating as a service in the Navy.

“th) A bonus may not be paid under this
section to any person for an enlistment after
September 30, 1985.

“§ 308h. Special pay: bonus for reenlistment,
enlistment, or voluntary extension of en-
listment in elements of the Ready Reserve
other than the Selected Reserve

“falf1) An eligible person who is or has
been a member of an armed force and who
reenlists, enlists, or voluntarily extends an
enlistment in a combat or combat support
skill of an element (other than the Selected
Reserve) of the Ready Reserve of an armed
JSorce for a period of not less than three years
beyond any other period the person is obli-
gated to serve may be paid a bonus as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section.

“f2) A bonus may not be paid under this
section to a person who has failed to com-
plete satisfactorily any original term of en-
listment in the armed forces.

“fb) Eligibility for and the amount and
method of payment of ¢ bonus under this
section shall be determined under regula-
tions to be prescribed under subsection (f) of
this section, except that the amount of such
a bonus may not exceed $900.

“fc) A person who receives a bonus pay-
ment under this section and who fails
during the period for which the bonus was
paid to serve satisfactorily in the Ready Re-
serve shall refund to the Uniled States an
amount which bears the same ratio to the
amount of the bonus paid to such person as
the period which such person failed to serve
satisfactorily bears to the total period for
which the bonus was paid.

“fd) An obligation to reimburse the United
States imposed under subsection (c) of this
section is, for all purposes, a debt owed to
the United States.

“fe) A discharge in bankruptcy under title
11 that is entered less than five years after
the termination of a reenlistment, enlist-
ment, or ertension for which a bonus was
paid under this section does not discharge
the person receiving such bonus payment
Sfrom the debt arising under subsection (c) of
this section. This subsection applies to any
case commenced under title 11 after the date
of the enactment of the Department of De-
fense Authorization Act, 1984.

“(f) This section shall be administered
under regulations to be prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense for the armed forces
under his jurisdiction and by the Secretary
of Transportation for the Coast Guard when
it is not operating as a service in the Navy.

“fg) A bonus may not be paid under this
section to any person for a reenlistment, en-
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listment, or voluntary ecrtension of an en-
listment after September 30, 1985.".

fb)i1) Section 308d of such title is re-
pealed.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended—

fA) by siriking out the item relating to
item 308d; and

(B) by inserting after the item relating to
section 308f the following new items:

“308g. Special pay: bonus for enlistment in
elements of the Ready Reserve
other than the Selected Reserve.

“308h. Special pay: bonus for reenlistment,
enlistment, or voluntary exten-
sion of enlistment in elements
of the Ready Reserve other
than the Selected Reserve.”.

fc) The amendments made by subsections
;1;18 ;md fb) shall take effect on October 1,

MODIFICATION OF VARIABLE HOUSING ALLOWANCE
FOR MEMBERS OF RESERVE COMPONENTS SERV-
ING SHORT TOURS OF ACTIVE DUTY

SEC. 135. (a) Section 403(a)(2) of title 37,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “A member” in the first
sentence of subparagraph (4) and inserting
in lieu thereof “Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (D) of this paragraph, a
member”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“I{D) Under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense, a member of a reserve
component is not entlitled to a wvariable
housing allowance while on active duty for
annual training or for any other purpose
under a call or order specifying a period of
duty of less than 140 days.”.

fb) The amendments made by subsection
fa) shall take effect on October 1, 1983, and
shall apply to entitlements to a variable
housing allowance for active duly per-
formed on or after that date by members of
the Reserve components of the Armed
Forces.

EXTENDING MEDICAL AND DENTAL CARE FOR
RESERVISTS IN CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES

Sec. 136. fa)i1) Chapter 55 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 1074 the following new section.

“§1074a. Medical and dental care for mem-
bers of the uniformed services for injuries
incurred or aggravated while traveling to
and from inactive duly training

“fa) Under joint regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, a member of
the uniformed services is enlitled to the
medical benefits described in subsection (b)
Jor an injury incurred or aggravated while
the member is traveling direclly to or from
the place at which he is to perform, or has
performed, inactive duty training.

“fb) A person described in subsection (a) is
entitled to—

“(1) the hospitalization, rehospitalization,
medical care (including outpatient medical
care), and dental care appropriate for the
treatment of his injury until the resulting
disability cannot be materially improved by
JSurther hospitalization or treatment; and

“f2) subsistence during hospitalization or
rehospitalization.”.

f2) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 1074 the
Jollowing new item.

“1074a. Medical and dental care for mem-
bers of the uniformed services
Jor injuries incurred or aggra-
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vated while traveling to and
Jrom inactive duty training.”.
fb) Section 204 of title 37, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“tj) A member of the uniformed services
who is entitled to hospitalization, medical,
or dental care under section 1074a is enti-
tled to travel and (ransportation allow-
ances, or a monetary allowance in place
thereof, for n ry travel incident to his
hospitalization and medical care, and
return to his home upon discharge from
treatment.”.

fe) The amendments made by subsections
fa) and (b) shall apply only in cases of inju-
ries incurred or aggravated on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act

INCREASE IN THE PERIOD FOR WHICH MEMBERS
OF THE SELECTED RESERVE MAY BE ORDERED
TO ACTIVE DUTY

SEc. 137. Section 673b(a) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “90
days” and inserting in lieu thereof “180
days”.

AUTHORITY OF PRESIDENT TO SUSPEND CERTAIN

LAWS RELATING TO PROMOTION, RETIREMENT,

AND SEPARATION

SEc. 138. (1) Chapter 39 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by adding after sec-
tion 673b the following new section.

“§673c. Authority of President to suspend
certain laws relating to promotion, relire-
ment, and separation

“fa) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, during any period members of a Re-
serve component of the armed forces are
serving on active duty pursuant to an order
to active duty under authority of section
672, 673, or 673b of this title, the President
may suspend any provision of law relating
to promotion, retirement, or separation ap-
plicable to any member of the armed forces
who the President determines is essential to
the national security of the United Stales.

“fb) A suspension made under the author-
ity of subsection (a) shall terminate (1)
upon release from active duty of members of
the Reserve component ordered to active
duty under the authority of section 672, 673,
or 673b, as the case may be, or (2) at such
time as the President determines the circum-
stances which required the action of order-
ing members of the Reserve component to
:tctive duty no longer exist, whichever is ear-
ier.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 39 of such title is amended by in-
serting immediately below the item relating
to section 673b the following new item.
“673c. Authority of President to suspend cer-

tain laws relating fo promo-
tion, retlirement, and separa-
tion.”,
AUTHORITY TO INCREASE TOTAL TERM OF
SERVICE IN THE ARMED FORCES

SEc, 139. fal)(1) Section 511 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended.

fA) in subsection (bJ, by striking out “six
years” and inserting in lieu thereof “not less
than siz years nor more than eight years’;
and

(B) in subsection (d), by striking oul “sir
years” and inserting in lieu thereof “not less
than six years nor more than eight years”.

(2) The amendments made by paragraph
(1) shall apply only with respect to persons
who enlist under the authority of subsection
(b) or (d) of section 511 of title 10, United
States Code, sizly or more days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
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fb)(1) Subsection (a) of section 651 of title
10, United States Code, is amended to read
as follows:

“fa) Each person who becomes a member
of an armed force, other than a person de-
Jerred under the next to the last sentence of
section 6(d)(1) of the Military Selective Serv-
ice Act (50 U.S.C. App. 456(d)(1)) shall serve
in the armed forces for a total period of not
less than six years nor more than eight
years, as provided in regulations prescribed
by the Secretary of Defense for the armed
Jorces under his jurisdiction and by the Sec-
retary of Transporiation for the Coast
Guard when it is not operating as a service
in the Navy, unless such person is sooner
discharged under such regulations because
of personal hardship. Any part of such serv-
ice that is not active duty or that is aclive
duty for training shall be performed in a re-
serve component.”.

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) shall apply only with respect lo persons
who enter the Armed Forces sizly or more
:ia‘gs after the date of the enactment of this

c
AUTHORITY TO RETAIN IN AN ACTIVE STATUS CER-

TAIN RESERVE OFFICERS WHO ARE SUBJECT TO

ELIMINATION FROM ACTIVE STATUS BECAUSE OF

FAILURE OF PROMOTION

SEc. 140. fa) Section 3846 of title 10,
United States Code is amended—

1) by striking out “Except as provided in”
and inserting in lieu thereof “fa) Except as
provided in subsection (b) and”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection.

“(b) The Secretary of the Army may retain
in an active status an officer described in
subsection (a) who is in the reserve grade of
first lieutenant or captain for such period as
the Secretary prescribes or until such offi-
cer’s removal from an actlive stalus is re-
quired by another provision of law. ",

(b) Section 8846 of such title is amended—

(1) in subsections (a) and (b), by striking
out “Except as provided in" and inserting
in lieu thereof “Except as provided in sub-
section (c) and”; and

2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection.

“fc) The Secretary of the Air Force may
retain in an active status an officer de-
scribed in subsection (a) or (b) who is in the
reserve grade of first lieutenant or captain
for such period as the Secretary prescribes or
until such officer’s removal from an active
status is required by another provision of
law.”.

PROMOTION OF CERTAIN RESERVE COMMISSIONED

OFFICERS SERVING ON ACTIVE DUTY

Sec. 140A. (a)(1) Section 3380 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
Sollows:

“§ 3380. Commissioned officers: promotion
of reserve commissioned afficers on active
duty and not on the active duty list
“fa) Notwithstanding any other provision

of law, a reserve commissioned officer on

active duty for duty described in clause

(I)(B), (1)(C), or (7) of section 523(b) of this

title who is recommended by a selection

board for promotion to, or found qualified
for Federal recognition in, a higher reserve
grade may, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense and
subject to the limitations of section 524 of
this title, be promoted to or extended Federal
recognition in such higher reserve grade and
may continue to serve on active duty, or be
ordered to serve on active duty, in such

her reserve grade.
“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the service in grade for promotion
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purposes only of any reserve commissioned
officer who is promoted to or extended Fed-
eral recogmition in a higher reserve grade
but whose promotion to or recognition in
such higher reserve grade was delayed solely
because of limitations imposed in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of Defense under subsection (a) or
contained in section 524 of this title, is the
date such officer would have been promoted
to or recognized in such higher reserve grade
if the limitations did not erist. In compult-
ing service in grade for the purposes of de-
termining the date for discharge or transfer
to the Retired Reserve under chapter 363 of
this title, the date the officer would have
been promoted to or recognized in such
higher grade had the limitations not existed
shall be considered the date of promotion to
or recognition in such higher grade.”,

(2) The item relating to section 3380 in the
table of sections at the beginning of chapter
337 of such title is amended fo read as fol-
lows:

“3380. Commissioned officers: promotion of
reserve commissioned officers
on active duly and not on the
active duty list.”.

fb)f1) Section 8380 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“§8380. Commissioned officers: promotion
of reserve commissioned officers on active
duty and not on the active duty list

“fa) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, a reserve commissioned officer on
active duty for duly described in clause
f1)(B), (1)(C), or (7) of section 523(b) of this
title who is recommended by a selection
board for promotion to, or found gqualified
for Federal recognition in, a higher reserve
grade may, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense and
subject to the limitations of section 524 of
this title, be promoted to or extended Federal
recognition in such higher reserve grade and
may continue to serve on active duty, or be
ordered to serve on active duty, in such
higher reserve grade.

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the service in grade for promotion
purposes only of any reserve commissioned
officer who is promoted to or extended Fed-
eral recognition in a higher reserve grade
but whose promotion lo or recognition in
such higher reserve grade was delayed solely
because of limitations imposed in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of Defense under subsection (a) or
contained in section 524 of this title, is the
date such officer would have been promoted
to or recognized in such higher reserve grade
if the limitations did not erist. In compul-
ing service in grade for the purposes of de-
termining the date for discharge or transfer
to the Retired Reserve under chapter 863 of
this title, the date the officer would have
been pre ted to or recognized in such
higher grade had the limitations not existed
shall be considered the date of promotion to
or recognition in such higher grade.”.

(2) The item relating to section 8380 in the
table of sections at the beginning of chapter
837 of such title is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“8380. Commissioned officers: promotion of
reserve commissioned officers
on active duty and not on the
active duty list.”.
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AUTHORITY TO ORDER RETIRED MEMBERS OF
RESERVE COMPONENTS TO ACTIVE DUTY

Sec. 140B. (a) Section 675 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
“or 688" after “672(a)",

fb) Section 688 of such title is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a)—

fA) by striking out “or” before “Regular
Marine Corps”; and

fB) by inserting “, a retired member of a
reserve component who has completed at
least twenty years of active service, or a
member of the Fleet Reserve or Fleet Marine
Corps Reserve” after “Marine Corps’: and

f2) in subsection (b) by striking out “A re-
tired member of the Regular Army, Regular
Navy, Regular Air Force, or Regular Marine
Corps” and inserting in lieu thereof “A
member ordered to active duly under this
section”.

fe) The section heading of section 688 of
such title is amended to read as follows:

“§ 688. Authority to order retired members to
active duty”.

fd) The table of sections atl the beginning
of chapter 39 of such title is amended by
striking out the item relating to section 688
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“688. Authority to order retired members to

active duty."”.
DETERMINING YEARS OF SERVICE FOR TRANSFER
TO THE RETIRED RESERVE

Sec. 140C. (a) Section 3853(l) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting “and” at the end of clause
fA);

2) by striking out the comma and “end”
at the end of clause (B) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon and “and’’;

(3) by striking outl clause (C); and

(4) by striking out the last sentence.

fb) Sections 3360(b), 3360(c), and 3853 of
such title are each amended by striking out
the last sentence.

fc) Section 8853 of such title is amended—

(1) by inserting “and” at the end of clause
(1);

(2) by striking the semicolon and
the end of clause (2) and inserting in lieu
thereof a period; and

(3) by striking out clause (3).

“and” at

GRADE DETERMINATION FOR PERSONS RECEIVING
ORIGINAL APPOINTMENTS AS RESERVE OFFICERS
IN MEDICAL CORFPS OF THE ARMY OR AIR FORCE

SEc. 140D. (a) Section 3359 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended

(1) by striking out “Based” at the begin-
ning of such section and inserting in lieu
thereof “(a) Exzcept in the case of a person
originally appointed as a reserve officer in
the Medical Corps of the Army, based”; and

(2) by adding at the end of such section
the following new subsection:

“(b) Based upon the service credited under
section 3353 of this litle, the commissioned
grade in which a person crediled with serv-
ice under that section is originally appoint-
ed as a reserve officer in the Medical Corps
of the Army is:

“f1) For persons with at least 4, bul less
than 14, years of service—caplain.

“{2) For persons with at least 14, bul less
than 21, years of service—magor.

“(3) For persons with at least 21 years of
service—lieutenant colonel

“(4) For persons with at least 23 years of
service—lieutenant colonel or colonel, as the
Secretary of the Army determines.”.

fb) Section 8359 of title 10, Uniled States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “Based” at the begin-
ning of such section and inserting in lieu
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thereof “fa) Except in the case of a person
originally appointed as a reserve officer in
the Medical Corps of the Air Force, based’;
and

f2) by adding at the end of such section
the following new subsection.

“(b) Based upon the service credited under
section 8353 of this title, the commissioned
grade in which a person credited with serv-
ice under that section is originally appoint-
ed as a reserve officer in the Medical Corps
of the Air Force is:

“f1) For persons with at least four, but less
than 14, years of service—captain.

“f2) For persons with at least 14, bul less
than 21, years of service—major.

“f3) For persons with at least 21 years of
service—lieutenant colonel.

“f4) For persons with at least 23 years of
service—lieutenant colonel or colonel, as the
Secretary of the Air Force determines.”.

fc) Reserve officers in the Medical Corps of
the Army and Air Force who have at least
Sfour years of commissioned service shall be
eligible for immediate promotion to the
grade of captain if otherwise qualified.

AUTHORITY TO PERMIT RETIRED ENLISTED MEM-
BERS OF REGULAR COMPONENTS TO VOLUNTAR-
ILY BE PLACED IN THE READY RESERVE

Sec. 140E. Section 269(d) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
JSollows:

“fd) Under such regulations as the Secre-
tary concerned may prescribe, any gqualified
member of a Reserve component or any
qualified retired enlisted member of a regu-
lar component may, upon his request, be
placed in the Ready Reserve. However, a
member of the Retired Reserve entitled to re-
tired pay or a retired enlisted member of a
regular component may not be placed in the
Ready Reserve unless the Secretary con-
cerned makes a special finding that the
member’s services in the Ready Reserve are
indispensable. The Secretary concerned may
not delegate his authority under the preced-
ing sentence.”.

VALIDATION OF CERTAIN ARMY APPOINTMENTS
MADE IN GRADES ABOVE THE GRADE OF SECOND
LIEUTENANT

SEC. 140F. fa) The appointment of a
person as a reserve commissioned officer of
the Army in a grade above second lieutenant
that was made during the period beginning
on Seplember 15, 1981 (the effective date of
the Defense Officer Personnel Management
Act (Public Law 96-513; 94 Stat. 2835)), and
ending on August 24, 1982 (the date of a De-
partment of the Army directive which termi-
nated the appointments of reserve commis-
sioned officers above the grade of second
lieutenant under appoinlment crileria in
effect before the effective date of the Defense
Officer Personnel Management Act) shall be
held and considered to be a valid appoint-
ment in the grade in which the appointment
was made, subject to the consent of the offi-
cer concerned.

fbJ(1) A reserve commissioned officer
whose appointment in a grade above second
lieutenant is validated by subsection (a) is
entitled to all the rights, privileges, and ben-
efits of the grade to which appointed as of
the original date of that appointment,
except that such officer is not entitled to
any increase in pay or allowances for any
period prior to the date of the enactment of
this section by virtue of the enactment c*
this section.

2) Appointments validated by subsection
fa) supersede subsequent appointments or
enlistments.
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PART F—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL
AUTHORIZATION OF END STRENGTH

SEec. 141. (a)(1) The Department of Defense
is authorized a strength in civilian person-
nel, as of September 30, 1984, of 1,054,155.

f2) In computing the authorized strength
Jor civilian personnel prescribed in para-
graph (1), any increase during fiscal year
1984 in civilian personnel employed in De-
partment of Defense industrially funded ac-
tivities in ercess of the number of civilian
personnel employed in such activities on
September 30, 1982, shall not be counted.

(3} In computing the authorized strength
for civilian personnel prescribed in section
601fa) of the Department of Defense Author-
ization Act, 1983 (Public Law 97-252; 96
Stat. 727), any increase during fiscal year
1983 in Department of Defense industrially
Sunded activities in excess of the number of
civilian personnel employed in such activi-
ties on September 30, 1982, shall not be
counted.

(b) The strength for civilian personnel pre-
scribed in subsection (a) shall be appor-
tioned among the Department of the Army,
the Department of the Navy, the Department
of the Air Force, and the agencies of the De-
partment of Defense (other than the military
departments) in such numbers as the Secre-
tary of Defense shall prescribe. The Secre-
tary of Defense shall report to the Congress
within sirty days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act on the manner in which the
initial allocation of civilian personnel is
made among the military departments and
the agencies of the Department of Defense
fother than the mililary departments) and
shall include the rationale for each alloca-
tion.

fe)(1) In computing the strength for civil-
ian personnel, there shall be included all
direct-hire and indirect-hire civilian person-
nel employed to perform military functions
administered by the Department of Defense
fother than those performed by the National
Security Agency) whether employed on a
full-time, pari-time, or intermitlent basis,
but excluding special employment categories
Jor students and disadvantaged youth such
as the stay-in-school campaign, the tempo-
rary summer aid program, the Federal
junior fellowship program, and personnel
participating in the worker-trainee opportu-
nity program.

f2) Personnel employed under a part-time
career employment program established by
section 3402 of title 5, Uniled Siales Code,
shall be counted as prescribed in section
3404 of that title. Personnel employed in an
overseas area on a part-time basis under a
nonpermanent local-hire appointment who
are dependents accompanying a Federal ci-
vilian employee or a member of a uniformed
service on official assignment or lour of
duty shall also be counted as prescribed by
section 3404 of that title.

(3) Whenever a function, power or duty, or
activity is transferred or assigned to a de-
partment or agency of the Department of
Defense from a department or agency out-
side of the Department of Defense, or from
another department or agency within the
Department of Defense, the civilian person-
nel end-strength authorized for such depart-
ments or agencies of the Department of De-
Jense affected shall be adjusted to reflect any
increases or decreases in civilian personnel
required as a resultl of such transfer or as-
signment.

(d) When the Secretary of Defense deter-
mines that such action is necessary in the
national interest, the Secretary of Defense
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may authorize the employment of civilian
personnel in excess of the number author-
ized by subsection (a), but such additional
number may not exceed 2 percent of the
total number of civilian personnel author-
ized for the Department of Defense by sub-
section (a). The Secretary shall promptly
notify the Congress of any authorization to
increase civilian personnel strength under
this subsection.

PART G—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

AUTHORIZATION OF TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Skec. 151. (a) For fiscal year 1984, the com-
ponents of the Armed Forces are authorized
average military training student loads, as
JSollows:

(1) The Army, 71,817.

{2) The Navy, 66,911.

(3) The Marine Corps, 21,105.

(4) The Air Force, 49,007.

(5) The Army National Guard of the
United States, 21,105.

(6) The Army Reserve, 12,724,

(7) The Naval Reserve, 2,886.

(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 3,223.

f9) The Air National Guard of the United
States, 2,845.

(10) The Air Force Reserve, 1,705.

(b) The average military student loads for
the Army, the Navy, the Marine Corps, and
the Air Force and the Reserve components
authorized in subsection fa) for fiscal year
1984 shall be adjusted consistent with the
manpower strengths authorized in parts D,
E, and F of this title. Such adjustment shall
be apportioned among the Army, the Navy,
the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the
Reserve components in such manner as the
Secretary of Defense shall prescribe.
SELECTION OF PERSONS FROM FOREIGN COUN-

TRIES TO RECEIVE INSTRUCTION AT THE SERV-

ICE ACADEMIES

SEec. 152. (a)(1) Section 4344 of litle 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
Jollows:

"“§4344. Selection of persons from foreign
countries

“fa)(1) The Secretary of the Army may
permit not more than 40 persons at any one
time from foreign countries to receive in-
struction at the Academy. Such persons shall
be in addition to the authorized strength of
the Corps of the Cadets of the Academy
under section 4342 of this title.

“f2) The Secretary of the Army, upon ap-
proval by the Secretary of Defense, shall de-
termine the countries from which persons
may be selected for appointment under this
section and the number of persons that may
be selected from each country. The Secretary
of the Army may establish entrance qualifi-
cations and methods of compelition for se-
lection among individual applicants under
this section and shall select those persons
who will be permiited to receive instruction
at the Academy under this section.

“tb)(1) A person receiving instruction
under this section is entitled to the pay, al-
lowances, and emoluments of a cadet ap-
pointed from the United States, and from
the same appropriations.

“r2) Each foreign counltry from which a
cadel is permilted to receive instruction at
the Academy under this section shall reim-
burse the United States for the cost of pro-
viding such instruction, including the cost
of pay, allowances, and emoluments provid-
ed under paragraph (1) unless a written
waiver of reimbursement is granted by the
Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of the
Army shall prescribe the rates for reimburse-
ment under this paragraph.

“fc)(1) Ezcept as the Secretary of the Army
determines, a person receiving instruction
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under this section is suz‘aect to the sa.m.e reg-
uwlations governing ¢ m, at
discipline, reswnamm. discharge, diamzssal’,
and graduation as a cadet at the Academy
appointed from the United States. The Secre-
tary may prescribe regulations with respect
to access to classified information by a
person receiving instruction under this sec-
tion that differ from the regulations that
apply to a cadel al the Academy appointed
Sfrom the United States.

“f2) A person receiving instruction under
this section is not entitled to an appoint-
ment in an armed force of the United States
by reason of graduation from the Academy.

“fd) A person receiving instruction under
this section is not subject to section 4346(d)
of this title.”.

f2) Section 4345 of such title is repealed.

(3) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 403 of such title is amended by
striking out the items relating to sections
4344 and 4345 and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“4344. Selection of persons from foreign
countries.”.

(b)(1) Section 6957 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
“§6957. Selection of persons from foreign

countries

“fa)(1) The Secretary of the Navy may
permit not more than 40 persons al any one
time from foreign countries lo receive in-
struction al the Academy. Such persons shall
be in addition to the authorized strength of
aﬁ midshipmen under section 6954 of this
title.

“(2) The Secretary of the Navy, upon ap-
proval of the Secretary of Defense, shall de-
termine the countries from which persons
may be selected for appointment under this
section and the number of persons that may
be selected from each country. The Secretary
of the Navy may establish entrance qualifi-
cations and methods of competition for se-
lection among individual applicants under
this section and shall seleclt those persons
who will be permitied Lo receive instruction
at the Academy under this section.

“tb)(1) A person receiving instruction
under this section is enlitled to the pay, al-
lowances, and emoluments of a midshipman
appointed from the United States, and from
the same appropriations.

“f2) Each foreign country from which a
midshipman is permitted to receive instruc-
tion at the Academy under this section shall
reimburse the Uniled States for the cost of
pay, allowances, and emoluments provided
under paragraph (1) unless a written waiver
of reimbursement is granted by the Secre-
tary of Defense. The Secretary of the Navy
shall prescribe the rates for reimbursement
under this paragraph.

“fe)(1) Except as the Secretary of the Navy
determines, a person receiving instruction
under this section is subject to the same reg-
ulations governing admission, attendance,
discipline, resignation, discharge, dismissal,
and graduation as a midshipman al the
Academy appointed from the United States.
The Secretary may prescribe regulations
with respect to access to classified informa-
tion by a person receiving instruction under
this section that differ from the regulations
that apply to a midshipman at the Academy
appointed from the United States.

“r2) A person receiving instruction under
this section is not entitled to an appoint-
ment in an armed force of the United States
by 1 of graduation from the Acade-

my.
rz) The item relating to section 6957 in the
table of sections at the beginning of chapter
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603 of such litle is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“6957. Selection of persons from foreign
count

fc)(1) Section 9344 q.l' title 10, United

States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“$9344. Selection of persons from foreign
counlries

“fa) The Secretary of the Air Force may
permit not more than 40 persons at any one
time from foreign couniries to receive in-
struction at the Academy. Such persons shall
be in addition to the authorized strength of
the Air Force Cadets of the Academy under
seclion 9342 of this tille. The Secretary of
the Air Force, upon approval by the Secre-
tary of Defense, shall determine the coun-
tries from which persons may be selected for
appointment under this section and the
number of persons that may be selected from
each country. The Secretary of the Air Force
may establish entrance qualifications and
methods of competition for selection among
individual applicants under this section
and shall select those persons who will be
permitted to receive instruction at the Acad-
emy under this section.

“rb)i1) A person receiving instruction
under this section is entitled to the pay, al-
lowances, and emoluments of a cadet ap-
pointed from the United States, and from
the same appropriations.

“f2) Each foreign country from which a
cadel is permitted to receive instruction at
the Academy under this section shall reim-
burse the United States for the cost of pro-
viding such instruction, including the cost
of pay, allowances, and emoluments provid-
ed under paragraph (1) unless a written
waiver of reimbursement is granted by the
Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of the
Air Force shall prescribe the rates for reim-
bursement under this paragraph.

“fc)f1) Except as the Secretary of the Air
Force determines, a person receiving in-
struction under this section is subject to the
same regulalions governing admission, atl-
tendance, discipline, resignation, discharge,
dismissal, and graduation as a cadet at Lthe
Academy appointed from the United States.
The Secretary may prescribe regulations
with respect to access to classified informa-
tion by a person receiving instruction under
this section that differ from the regulations
that apply to a cadet at the Academy ap-
pointed from the United States.

“t2) A person receiving instruction under
this section is not entitled to an appoint-
ment in an armed force of the United States
by reason of graduation from the Academuy.

“fd) A person receiving instruction under
this section is not subject Lo section 9346/d)
of this title.”.

(2) Section 9345 of such title is repealed.

(3) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 903 of such title is amended by
striking out the items relating to sections
9344 and 9345 and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“9344. Selection of persons from foreign
countries.”.

(d) Sections 4344(bJ)(2), 6957(b)(2), and
9344(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code, as
added by this Act, do not apply to the cost of
providing instruction to a person who,
before the effective date of this Act, entered
the United States Military Academy, the
United States Naval Academy, or the United
States Air Force Academy under section
4344, 4345, 6957, 9344, or 9345 of such title,
as in effect on the day before such date. Any
such person shall be counted against the
mazximum of 40 persons who may attend the
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Academy concerned at any time under any
of those sections.

fe) The amendments made by this Act shall
take effect one year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act and shall apply to each
person entering the Uniled Slates Military
Academy, the United States Naval Academy,
or the United States Air Force Academy
after that effective date.

ParT H—CiviL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 161. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated for fiscal year 1984 to carry
out the provisions of the Federal Civil De-
fense Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2251-2297)
the sum of $161,497,000.

AMOUNT AUTHORIZED FOR CONTRIBUTION FOR
STATE PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES

Sec. 162. Notwithstanding the second pro-
viso of section 408 of the Federal Civil De-
Sfense Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2260),
£54,000,000 of the amount authorized to be
appropriated by section 161 is available for
appropriations for contributions to the
States under section 205 of such Act (50
U.S.C. App. 2286) for personnel and admin-
istrative expenses.

PART I—PAY, TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION,
AND RETIRED PAY MATTERS

PAY INCREASE OF FOUR PERCENT FOR MEMBERS
OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES EFFECTIVE ON
APRIL 1, 1984

Sec. 171. (a) The adjustment required by
section 1009 of title 37, United Stales Code,
in certain elements of the compensation of
members of the uniformed services (o
become effective on October 1, 1983, shall
not be made.

fb)(1) Subject to the provisions of para-
graphs (2) and (3), each element of compen-
sation specified in section 1009(a) of title
37, United Stales Code, shall be increased
for members of the uniformed services by 4
percent effective on April 1, 1984.

(2)(A) The increase provided for in para-
graph (1) shall not apply to enlisted mem-
bers in pay grade E-1 with less than 4
months active duty.

fB) The basic pay of enlisted members in
grade E-5 shall be increased by 6 percent ef-
JSective on April 1, 1984.

(C) The basic pay of enlisted members in
grade E-6 shall be increased by 5 percent ef-
Jective on April 1, 1984.

(3) The President may allocate the per-
centage increase specified under paragraphs
(1) and (2) in the same manner and to the
same extent the President is authorized
under subsections (c) and (d) of section 1009
of title 37, United States Code, to allocate
any percentage increase described in subsec-
tion (bJ(3) of section 1009 of such title.

fe) Notwithstanding the effective date of
April 1, 1984, prescribed in subsection (b) for
the increase in compensation of members of
the uniformed services, if an adjustment is
made after the date of the enactment of this
Act in the General Schedule of compensa-
tion for Federal classified employees and
such adjustment is (o become effective
before April 1, 1984, the increase in the com-
pensation of members of the uniformed serv-
ices provided for in subsection (b) shall
become effective on the first day of the first
pay period for members of the uniformed
services which begins on or after the effec-
tive dale of the adjustment made in the com-
pensation of Federal classified employees.
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MODIFICATION OF PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE
ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT OF PAY OF MEMBERS OF
THE UNIFORMED SERVICES

SEc. 172. fa) Subsections (a) and (b) of sec-
tion 1009 of title 37, Uniled States Code, are
amended Lo read as follows:

“fa)(1) The Secretary of Defense shall pre-
pare and submit to the President on or
before July 1 of each year a written report in
which the Secretary—

“(A) compares the level of the elements of
military compensation described in para-
graph (2) of this subsection with the wage
and salary levels in the civilian sector in
March of that year as reflected in the Em-
ployment Cost Index For Wages and Sala-
ries Only for Civilian Workers (including
private industry and State and local govern-
ment workers, but excluding farm, house-
hold, and Federal Government workers)
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
of the Department of Labor; and

“(B) recommends an overall percentage
adjustment, based upon the comparison re-
Jerred to in clause (A) of this paragraph, in
the elements of military compensation de-
scribed in paragraph (2) of this subsection.

“(2) When the President receives the report
of the Secretary of Defense, he shall immedi-
ately transmit a copy of the report to the
Congress and, in accordance with the rec-
ommendations of the Secretary, make an ad-
justment in—

“fA) the monthly basic pay authorized
members of the uniformed services by sec-
tion 203(a) of this title;

“{B) the basic allowance for subsistence
authorized enlisted members and officers by
section 402 of this title; and

“(C) the basic allowance for quarters au-
thorized members of the uniformed services
by section 403(a) of this title.

“(b) An adjustment under this section
shall have the force and effect of law and
shall—

“(1) become effective on October 1 follow-
ing the date on which the report of the Secre-
tary of Defense is submilled to the Presi-

dent;

“t2) be based on the rates of the various
elements of compensation as defined in, or
made under, section 402 or 403 of this title
or this section; and

“(3) subject to subsectioms fc) and (d) of
this section, provide all eligible members
with an adjustment in each element of com-
pensation set forth in subsection (al(2) of
this section of the same overall percentage
recommended by the Secretary of Defense

nder subsection (a)(1)(B) of this section.”.

fb)(1) Subsection (c)(1) of section 1009 of
title 37, United States Code, is amended—
fA) by striking out “‘average”; and

fB) by inserting “(2)” after “subsection
fa)”.

f2) Subsection fc)i2) of such section is
amended—

fA) by inserting *“(2)” after “subsection
fa)”; and

(B) by inserting “of this title” after ‘sec-
tion 403 (b) or (c)” the first time il appears.

(3) Paragraph (2)(B) of subsection (d) of
such section is amended—

fA) by inserting “r2)” after “subsection
fa)”; and

(B) by striking out “in the General Sched-
ule rates of basic pay for civilian employ-
ees” and inserting in lieu thereof “that be-
comes effective for members of the uni-
Jormed services”.

fc) The amendments made by this section
shall be effective with respect to adfustments
in military pay to become effective on and
after October 1, 1984.

July 11, 1988

EXTENSION OF SPECIAL PAY FOR AVIATION
CAREER OFFICERS

Sec. 173. (a) Section 301bfe) of title 37,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

“f2) During the period beginning on Octo-
ber 14, 1981, and ending on September 30,
1984, only agreements executed by officers of
the Navy or Marine Corps may be accepted
under this section.

“(3) During the period beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1983, and ending on September 30,
1984, only an agreement—

“fA) that is executed by an officer who—

“fi) has at least six but less than eleven
vears of active duty;

“fii) has completed the minimum service
required for aviation training; and

“fiii) has not previously been paid special
pay authorized by this section; and

“IB) that requires the officer to remain on
active duly in aviation service for either
three or four years;
may be accepted under this section. An offi-
cer from whom an agreement is accepted
during such period may be paid an amount
not to exceed $4,000 for each year covered by
that agreement if that officer agrees to
remain on aclive duty for three years or an
amount not to exceed $6,000 for each year
covered by that agreement if that officer
agrees to remain on active duty for four
years. An agreement that requires an officer
to remain on active duty in aviation service
Jor sixz years may also be accepted during
such period if the officer meets the require-
ments of clause (A) of this paragraph and
the officer has completed less than seven
vears of active duly. An officer from whom
such an agreement is accepted may be paid
an amount not to exceed $£6,000 for each
vear covered Ly the agreement.

“fd) An officer may nol receive incentive
pay under section 301 of this title for the
performance of hazardous duty for any
period of service which the officer is obligat-
ed to serve pursuant to an agreement en-
tered into under this section.”.

fb) Section 301bff) of title 37, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“September 30, 1982” and inserting in lieu
thereof “September 30, 1984,

fe)(1) It is the sense of the Congress that
eligibility for special pay for aviation career
officers under section 301b of title 37,
United States Code, should be made avail-
able only to officers who will likely be in-
duced to remain on active duty in aviation
service by receipt of the special pay.

(2) The Secretary of the Navy shall submit
to the Congress not later than July 1, 1984, a
written report, approved by the Secretary of
Defense, on the payment of special pay for
aviation career officers under section 301b
of title 37, United States Code, since the date
of the enactment of this Act. Such report
shall include—

fA) a list of the specific aviation special-
ties by aircraft type determined to be criti-
cal for purposes of the payment of special
pay under such section since the date of the
enactment of this Act;

(B) the number of officers within each
critical aviation specialty who received the
special pay under such section since the
date of the enactment of this Act by grade,
years of prior active service, and amounts of
special pay received under such section;

(C) an explanation and justification for
the Secretary’s designation of an aviation
specialty as “critical” and for the payment
of special pay under section 301b of such
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title to officers who have more than eight
years of prior active service and who are
serving in pay grade O-4 or above, if pay-
ment of such pay was made to such officers;

and
(D) an evaluation of the progress made
since the date of the enactment of this Act
toward eliminating shortages of avialors in
the aviation specialties designated by the
Secretary as critical
FREEZE ON THE RATES AT WHICH VARIABLE HOUS-
ING ALLOWANCES MAY BE PAID DURING FISCAL
YEAR 1984

Sec. 174, Nolwithstanding the provisions
of subsection (a/)(2)(B) of section 403 of title
37, United States Code, the monthly amount
of a variable housing allowance payable loa
member of @ uniformed service during fiscal
vear 1984 shall be at a rate not to exceed the
rate to which members serving in the same
pay grade and assigned to duty in the same
high housing cost area were entitled on Sep-
tember 30, 1983.

CLARIFICATION OF ALLOWANCE FOR
TRANSPORTATION OF MOTOR VEHICLE

Sec. 175. Section 406(b)(1) of title 37,
United States Code, is amended-

(1) by inserting “rA)” before “Except as
provided in paragraph (2)"; and

f2) by striking out the third and fourth
sentences, and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-

ing:

“{B) Subject to uniform regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretaries concerned, in the
case of a permanent change of station in
which the Secretary concerned has author-
ized transportation of a motor vehicle under
section 2634 of title 10 (except when such
transportation is authorized from the old
duty station to the new duty station), the
member is entitled to a monetary allowance
Jor transportation of that motor vehicle—

“fi) from the old duty station to—

“tI) the customary port of embarkalion
which is nearest the old duty station if de-
livery of the motor vehicle to the port of em-
barkation is not made in conjunction with
the member’s travel to the member’s port of
embarkation; or

“(II) the customary port of embarkation
which is nearest to the member’s port of em-
barkation if delivery of the motor vehicle to
the port of embarkation is made in conjunc-
tion with the member’s travel to the mem-
ber’s port of embarkation;
whichever is most cost-effective for the Gov-
ernment considering all operational, travel,
and transportation requirements incident to
such change of station; and

“fii) from the customary port of debarka-
tion which has been designated by the Gov-
ernment as most cost-effective for the Gov-
ernment considering all operational, travel,
and transportation requirements incident to
such change of station to the new duty sta-
tion.

Such monetary allowance shall be estab-
lished at a rate per mile that does not exceed
the rate established under section 404(d)(1)
of this title.”.

LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY OF ONE YEAR

LOOK-BACK PROVISION

SEc. 176. (a)(1) Subsection (e) of section

1401a of title 10, United States Code, is re-

pealed.

(2)(A) Notwithstanding the repeal of such
subsection, the provisions of such subsection
shall apply in the case of any member or
Jormer member of the Armed Forces eligible
to retire on the date of the enactment of this
Act for a period of three years after such
date in the same manner such provisions
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would have applied had they not been re-

fB) The amount of retired or relainer pay
of any or former member of the
Armed Forces who was eligible to retire on
the date of the enactment of this Act and
who becomes entitled to such pay at any
time after the end of the three-year period
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this Act may not be less than it would have
been had he become entlitled to retired or re-
tainer pay on the day before the end of such

three-year period.
(b) Subsection (f) of such section is

amended by striking out *, subject to subsec-
tion (e) of this section,” in the second sen-
tence.

ROUNDING OF RETIRED PAY AND SURVIVOR ANNU-

ITIES TO NEXT LOWER WHOLE DOLLAR AMOUNT
Sec. 177. (a)(1) Section 1401(a) of title 10,

United States Code, is amended by inserting

after the second sentence the following new

sentence: “The amount computed, if not a

multiple of $1, shall be rounded to the next

lower multiple of $1.".

(2) Section 1401a of such title is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection.

“fg) Retired or retainer pay of a member
or former member of an armed force as ad-
justed under this section, if not a multiple of
$1, shall be rounded to the next lower multi-
ple of $1.".

(3) Section 1402(a) of such title is amend-
ed by striking out “as follows:” in the first
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “ac-
cording to the following table. The amount
recomputed, if not a multiple of $1, shall be
rounded to the next lower multiple of $1.".

(4) Section 1402(d) of such title is amend-
ed by striking out “as follows:” in the first
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “ac-
cording to the following table. The amount
computed, if not a multiple of $1, shall be
rounded to the next lower multiple of $1.”.

(5) Section 1402a(a) of such title is amend-
ed by striking out “as follows:” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “according to the follow-
ing table, The amount recompuled, if not a
multiple of $1, shall be rounded to the next
lower multiple of $1."".

(6) Section 1402aid) of such title is amend-
ed by striking out “as follows:"” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “according to the follow-
ing table. The amount computed, if not a
multiple of $1, shall be rounded lo the next
lower multiple of $1.".

f7) Section 3991 of such title is amended
by inserting after the second senlence the
Jollowing new sentence: “The amount com-
puted, if not a multiple of $1, shall be round-
ed to the next lower multiple of $1.”.

(8) Section 3992 of such title is amended
by striking out “as follows:” and inserting
in lieu thereof “according to the following
table. The amount recomputed, if not a mul-
tiple of $1, shall be rounded to the next
lower multiple of $1."".

(9) Section 6151 of such title is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection’

“fe) Retired pay computed under subsec-
tion (b) or (c), if not a multiple of $1, shall
be rounded to the next lower multiple of
31.%

(10)(A) Chapter 571 of such title is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following
new section.

“§6333. Treatment of fractions of dollar
amounts in computing relired and retain-
er pay
“Retired or retainer pay computed under

this chapter, if not a multiple of $1, shall be

rounded to the next lower multiple of $1.".
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(B) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item.

“6333. Treatment of fractions of dollar
amounts in computing retired
and retainer pay.”.

(11) Section 6383 of such litle is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection.

“fk) Relired pay computed under subsec-
tion f(c), if not a multiple of $1, shall be
rounded to the next lower multiple of $1.”.

(12) Section 8991 of such title is amended
by inserting after the second sentence the
Sollowing new sentence: “The amount com-
puted, if not a multiple of $1, shall be round-
ed to the next lower multiple of $§1.”,

(13) Section 8992 of such title is amended
by striking out “as follows:” and inserting
in lieu thereof “according to the following
table. The amount recompulted, if not a mul-
tiple of $1, shall be rounded to the next
lower multiple of $1.".

(14)(A) Section 1437(a) of such title is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Jollowing mnew sentence: “The monthly
amount of an ennuily payable under this
subchapter, if not a multiple of §1, shall be
rounded to the next lower multiple of $1.”.

(B) Section 1451 of such title is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“fe) The monthly amount of an annuity
payable under this subchapter, if not a mul-
tiple of $1, shall be rounded to the next
lower multiple of $1.”.

(b) Section 423fa) of title 14, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “Relired
pay, if not a multiple of $1, shall be rounded
to the next lower multiple of $1.”.

fe) Section 16(a) of the Coast and Geodet-
ic Survey Commissioned Officers’ Act of
1948 (33 U.S.C. 8530) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: “Retired pay, if not a multiple of $1,
"}f“;!; be rounded to the next lower multiple
] e

(d) Section 211(a) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 212fa)) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“f7) Retired pay computed under section
210(g)(3) or under paragraph (4) or (5) of
this subsection, if not a multiple of $1, shall
be rounded to the next lower mulliple of
2l

fe) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on October 1, 1983.

REIMBURSEMENTS FOR ACCOMMODATIONS IN
PLACE OF QUARTERS

Sec. 178. (a) Paragraph (3) of section
7572(b) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“f3) The total amount of reimbursement
under this subsection may nol erceed
£9,000,000 for fiscal year 1981, $6,300,000 for
fiscal year 1982, $1,700,000 for fiscal year
1983, and $1,300,000 for fiscal year 1984.".

fb) Section 3 of Public Law 96-357 (94
Stat. 1182; 10 U.S.C. 7572 note) is amended
by striking out “September 30, 1982" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “September 30, 1984”.
ADVANCE PAYMENT OF TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTA-

TION ALLOWANCES FOR ESCORTS AND ATTEND-

ANTS OF DEPENDENTS

Sec. 179. (a) Section 1036 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: “The allowances authorized to be
paid under this section may be paid in ad-
vance.”.
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(b) The last sentence of section 1040(a) of
such title is amended by inserting “and may
be paid in advance.” after “attendants™.

fc) The amendments made by subsections
fa) and (b) shall apply to travel performed
by escorts or attendants of dependenis on
and after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

TRANSPORTATION OF REMAINS OF PERSONS ENTI-
TLED TO RETIRED OR RETAINER PAY WHO DIE
IN MILITARY MEDICAL FACILITIES

Sec. 180. (a)(1) Chapter 75 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding
al the end thereof the following new section.

“§ 1490. Transportation of remains of mem-
bers entitled to retired or relainer pay who
die in military medical facilities
“fa) Subject to subsection (b), when a

member entitled to retired or retainer pay or

equivalent pay dies while properly admitied
under chapter 55 of this title to a medical

Jacility of the armed forces located in the

United States, the Secretary concerned may

transport the remains, or pay the cost of

transporting the remains, of the decedent to
the place of burial of the decedent.

“tb)(1) Transportation provided under
this section may not be to a place outside
the United States or to a place farther from
the place of death than the decedent’s last
place of permanenl residence, and any
amount paid under this section may nol
exceed the cost of transportation from the
place of death to the decedent’s last place of
per ent vesid

“t2) Transportation of the remains of a de-
cedent may not be provided under this sec-
tion if such transportation is authorized by
sections 1481 and 1482 of this title or by
chapter 23 of title 38.

“fe) In this section, ‘United States’ in-
cludes the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
and the territories and possessions of the
United States.”.

f2) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item:

“1490. Transportalion of remains of mem-
bers entitled to retired or re-
tainer pay who die in military
medical facilities.”.

fb) Section 1490 of title 10, United States
Code, as added by subsection (a), shall apply
with respect to the transportation of the re-
mains of persons dying on or after the first
day of the month beginning after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

TRANSPORTATION FOR DEPENDENT CHILDREN AT-
TENDING SCHOOL IN THE UNITED STATES WHEN
THE MEMBER-PARENT IS STATIONED OVERSEAS

Sec, 180A. fa) Chapter 7 of title 37, United
States Code, is amended by inserling after
section 429 the following new secltion.’

“§430. Travel and transportation: depend-
ent children of members stationed over-
seas

“fa) Under regulations to be prescribed by
the Secretary of Defense and subject to the
provisions of subsection (b) of this section, a
member of a uniformed service who—

“(1) is assigned a permanent duly station
outside the Uniled States,

“42) is accompanied by his dependents at
or near his oversea duly station funless his
only dependents are in the category of de-
pendent described in clause (3) of this sub-
section), and

“(3) has a dependent child who is under 23
years of age attending a school in the United
States for the purpose of obtaining a second-
ary or undergraduate college education;
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may be paid the allowance set forth in sub-

section (b) of this section if he otherwise

qualifies for such allowance.

“fb) A member described in subsection (a)
aof this section may be paid a transportation
allowance for each unmarried dependent
child, who is under 23 years of age and is at-
tending a school in the United States for the
purpose of oblaining a secondary or under-
graduate college education, of one annual
trip between the school being attended and
the member’s duty stalion in the oversea
area and return. The allowance authorized
by this section may be transportation in
kind or reimbursement therefor, as pre-
scribed by the Secretaries concerned. Howev-
er, the transportation authorized by this sec-
tion may not be paid a member for a child
attending a school in the United States for
the purpose of obtaining a secondary educa-
tion if the child is eligible to attend a sec-
ondary school for dependents that is located
at or in the vicinily of the duty station of
the member and is operated under the De-
Jense Dependents’ Education Act of 1978.

“fc) Whenever possible, the Military Airlift
Command or Military Sealift Command
shall be used, on a space-required basis, for
the travel authorized by this section.”,

fb) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 7 of such title is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
item.

“430. Travel and transportation: dependent
children of members stationed
overseas.”.

fc) The amendments made by this section
shall become effective October 1, 1983.

DELAY OF THE PAYMENT OF TEMPORARY LODGING

EXPENSES BEFORE OCTOBER 1, 1984

SEc. 180B. No member of the uniformed
services may be paid or reimbursed under
section 404a of title 37, United States Code,
Jor any subsistence exrpenses incurred before
October 1, 1984, by the member or the mem-
ber's dependents while occupying temporary
quarters incident to a change of permanent
station.

PART J—MISCELLANEOUS PERSONNEL
PROVISIONS

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF
GENERAL AND FLAG OFFICERS ON ACTIVE DUTY

Sec. 181. f(a) Notwithstanding section
811fa)(1) of the Department of Defense Ap-
propriation Authorization Act, 1978 (10
U.S.C. 131 note), effective on the date of the
enactment of this Act and ending on Sep-
tember 30, 1984, the total number of commis-
sioned officers on active duty in the Army,
Air Force, and Marine Corps above the grade
of colonel, and in the Navy above the grade
of captain, may be a number in ercess of
1,073, but not in excess of 1,100.

fb) Of the additional number of commis-
sioned officers authorized by subsection (a)
to be on active duly during the period speci-
fied in such subsection, in the grades speci-
JSied in such subsection, the Navy shall be en-
titled Lo not less than seven and the Marine
Corps shall be entitled to not less than two.

fc) Effective on the date of the enactment
of this Act and ending on September 30,
1984, the number of officers of the Navy au-
thorized under section 525(bJ(2) of title 10,
United States Code, to be on active duly in
grades above rear admiral is increased by
three. None of the additional officers in
grades above recr admiral authorized by
this section may be in the grade of admiral
AUTHORITY FOR VARIABLE ENLISTMENT PERIODS

Sec. 182. Subsections (c) and (d) of section
505 of title 10, United States Code, are
amended to read as follows:
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“fc) The Secretary concerned may accept
original enlistments of persons for the dura-
tion of their minorily or for periods of at
least ftwo but not more than sir years that
are determined appropriale by the Secre-
tary, in the Regular Army, Regular Navy,
Regular Air Force, Regular Marine Corps, or
Regular Coast Guard, as the case may be.

“fd) The Secretary concerned may accept
reenlistments in the Regular Army, Regular
Navy, Regular Air Force, Regular Marine
Corps, or Regular Coast Guard, as the case
may be, for periods of at least two but not
more than six years that are delermined ap-
propriate by the Secretary. No enlisted
member is enlitled to be reenlisted for a
period that would expire before the end of
his current enlistment.”,

AUTHORITY FOR INCREASED USAGE OF CONTRACT
HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS

Sec. 183. (a)(1) Chapter 55 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section.

“§1091. Contracts for direct health care pro-
viders

“fa) The Secretary concerned may con-
tract with persons for personal and nonper-
sonal services for the purpose of oblaining
direct health care services determined by the
Secretary concerned to be required by the
armed force under his jurisdiction.

“tb) A person who contracts under this
section to provide direct health care services
to members, former members, or dependents
may be compensated at a rale prescribed by
the Secretary concerned, but at a rate not
greater than the rate of basic pay and allow-
ances authorized by chapters 3 and 7 of title
37 for a commissioned officer in pay grade
0-6 with twenty-six or more years of service
computed under section 205 of such title.”.

f2) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item.

“1091. Contracts for direct health care pro-

fb)f1) Section 4022 of title 10, United
States Code, is repealed.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 373 of such title is amended by
si’r;gmg out the item relating to section
4 -

fc)(1) Section 9022 of title 10, United
States Code, is repealed.

f2) The table of sections al the beginning
of chapter 873 of such title is amended by
.;trikiny out the item relating to section

g22.

fd) Section 201 of title 37, United Slates
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out subsection (b);

f2) by redesignaling subsections fc)
through (f) as subsections (b) through fe), re-
spectively, and

(3) by striking out “subsections (d) and
fe)” in subsection fe), as redesignated by
clause (2), and inserting in lieu thereof “sub-
secltions (c) and (d)".

fe) Chapter 7 of title 37, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out section 421; and

f2) by striking out in the table of sections
at the beginning of such chapter the item re-
lating to seclion 421.

(f) The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on October 1, 1983. Any con-
tract of employment entered into under the
authority of secltion 4022 or 9022 of title 10,
United States Code, before the effective date
of this section and which is in effect on such
date shall remain in effect in accordance
with the terms of such contract
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TRANSFER OF PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE OFFICERS
TO OTHER UNIFORMED SERVICES

SeEc. 184. (a)i1) Section 716 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
Sollows:

“§716. Commissioned officers: (transfers
among the armed forces, the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration,
and the Public Health Service
“fa) Notwithstanding any other provision

of law, the President within authorized

strengths and with the consent of the officer
involved, may transfer any commissioned
officer of @ uniformed service from his uni-
formed service to, and appoint him in, an-
other uniformed service. The Secrelary of

Defense, the Secretary of Transportation, the

Secretary of Commerce, and the Secretary of

Health and Human Services shall jointly es-

tablish, by regulations approved by the

President, policies and procedures for such

transfers and appointments.

“tb) An officer transferred under this sec-
tion may not be assigned precedence or rela-
tive rank higher than that which he held on
the day before the transfer.

“fe) In this section, ‘uniformed service’
means any of the armed forces, the Commis-
sioned Corps of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, or the Com-
missioned Corps of the Public Health Serv-

f2) The item relating Lo such section in the
table of sections at the beginning of chapter

41 of such title is amended to read as fol-

lows:

“716. Commissioned officers: transfers
among the armed forces, the
National Oceanic and Almos-
pheric Administration, and the
Public Health Service.”.

(bJ)(1) Chapter 53 of such title is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“§ 1043. Service credil: service in the Nation-

al Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-

tion or the Public Health Service

“Active commissioned service in the Na-
tional Oceanic and Almospheric Adminis-
tration or the Public Health Service shall be
credited as active commissioned service in
the armed forces for purposes of determining
the eligibility for separation pay under sec-
tion 1174, determining the retirement eligi-
bility of a member of the armed forces, and
computing the retired or retainer pay of a
member of the armed forces.”.

f2) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item.

“1043. Service credil: service in the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration or the Public
Health Service.".

fc)(1) Seclion 533(a)(1) of such Litle is
amended by inserting “, the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, or
the Public Health Service” after “in any
armed force™.

(2) Section 3353(a)(l) of such title is

mended.

a e

fA) by striking out “chapters 337 and 363"
and inserting in lieu thereof “this chapter
and chapter 363"; and

{B) by inserting ", the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Adminisiration, or the
;‘ubuc Health Service” after “in any armed
orce”.

f3) Section 56007al)(1) of such title is
amended by inserting “, the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, or
the Public Health Service” after “in any
armed force”,
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(4) Section 8353(a)(1) of such title is
amended—

(A) by striking oul “chapters 837 and §63"
and inserting in lieu thereof “this chapter
and chapter 863" and

(B) by inserting “, the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, or the
fub!ic Health Service” afler "in any armed

orce”.

fd) An individual who is a former commis-
sioned officer of the Public Health Service
who resigned from the Public Health Service
after March 9, 1981, and who after such date
and before the date of the enactment of this
Act was given an original appoinitment as a
commissioned officer in one of the Armed
Forces—

(1) may be reappointed by the President in
that Armed Force; and

f2) may be credited with any period of
active commissioned service that such offi-
cer performed as a commissioned officer in
the Public Health Service.

fe) Clause (13) of section 3fa) of the Act of
August 10, 1956 (33 U.S.C. 857afal), is
amended to read as follows:

“f13) Section 716, Commissioned officers:
transfers among the armed forces, the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, and the Public Health Service.".

EXTENSION OF PERIOD DURING WHICH CERTAIN
ACCUMULATED LEAVE MAY BE USED

SEc. 185. (a) The last sentence of section
701(f) of tille 10, Uniled States Code, is
amended by inserting “third” after “end of
the™.

(b)(1) The amendment made by subsection
fa) shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and shall apply to leave ac-
cumulated under section 701(f) of such title
after September 30, 1980.

f2) A member of the Armed Forces who was
authorized under section 701(f) of such title
to accumulate ninety days’ leave during
Siscal year 1980, 1981, or 1982 and lost any
leave at the end of fiscal year 1981, 1982, or
1983, respectively, because of the provisions
of the last sentence of such section, as in
effect on the day before the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, shall be credited with such
lost leave and may retain leave in excess of
sixrty days until (A) September 30, 1984, or
(B) the end of the third fiscal year after the
year in which such leave was accumulated,
whichever is later, but in no case may such
a member accumulate leave in ercess of
ninety days.

(3) Section 404 of the Department of De-
fense Authorization Act, 1983 (Public Law
97-252; 96 Stat. 725), is repealed.

AUTHORITY TO WAIVE AGE REQUIREMENT FOR
ORIGINAL APPOINTMENT AS A COMMISSIONED
OFFICER IN CERTAIN CASES
SEec. 186. Seclion 532 of tille 10, United

Stlates Code, is amended by adding at the

end thereof the following new subsection:

“fe) Under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary con-
cerned may waive the requirement of subsec-
tion (a)(2) in the case of any person if the
Secretary concerned determines thal the
waiver should be made because of exception-
al or unusual circumsiances and because
the person with respect to whom the waiver
is being made has a particular skill needed
by the armed force concerned.”.

PERFORMANCE OF CIVIL FUNCTIONS BY MILITARY

OFFICERS

Sec. 187. (a) Subsection (b) of section 973
of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by striking out subsection (b) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“fb)(1) This subsection applies—
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“(A) to a regular officer of an armed force
on the active-duty list fand a regular officer
of the Coast Guard on the active duly pro-
motion list);

“tB) to a retired regular officer of an
armed force serving on active duly under a
call or order to active duty for a period in
excess of 180 days; and

“IC) to a reserve officer of an armed force
serving on active duty under a call or order
{.‘c::active duty for a period in excess of 180

Vs,

“f2)(A) Except as otherwise authorized by
law, an officer to whom this subsection ap-
plies may not hold, or exercise the functions
of, a civil office in the Government of the
Uniled Stales—

“fi) that is an elective office;

“fii) that requires an appointment by the
President by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate; or

“fiii) that is a position in the Executive
Schedule under sections 5312 through 5317
of title 5.

“(B) An officer to whom this subsection
applies may hold or exercise the functions of
a civil office in the Government of the
United States that is not described in sub-
paragraph (A) when assigned or detailed to
that office or to perform those functions.

“f3) Ezxcept as otherwise authorized by
law, an officer to whom this subsection ap-
plies may not hold or exercise, by election or
appointment, the functions of a civil office
in the government of a State, the District of
Columbia, or a territory, possession, or com-
monwealth of the United States for of any
political subdivision of any such govern-
ment),

‘“44) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to invalidate any action under-
taken by an officer in furtherance of as-
signed official dulies.

“fc) The Secretary of Defense, and the Sec-
retary of Transportation with respect to the
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a
service in the Navy, shall prescribe regula-
tions to implement this section.".

(b) Nothing in section 973(b) of title 10,
United Stales Code, as in effect before the
date of the enactment of this Act, shall be
construed—

(1) to invalidate any action undertaken by
an officer of an Armed Force in furtherance
of assigned official duties; or

f2) to have terminated the military ap-
pointment of an officer of an Armed Force
by reason of the acceptance of a civil office,
or the exercise of ils functions, by that offi-
cer in furtherance of assigned official
duties.

REDUCTION IN MILITARY AND CIVILIAN PERSON-
NEL ASSIGNED TO DUTY OR EMPLOYED IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO PERFORM CER-
TAIN MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

SEc. 188. (a)i1) Not later than September
30, 1984, the Secretary of Defense shall
reduce the total number of military person-
nel and the total number of civilian person-
nel assigned to duty in the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense to perform management
headguarters activities or management
headquarters support activities. The Secre-
tary shall reduce the total number in each
such category of personnel to a number
which is at least 10 percent less than the
total end strength in each such category of
personnel requested by the President for
JSiscal year 1984 to perform such activities,

f2) Not later than September 30, 1984, the
Secretary of Defense shall reduce the total
number of military personnel and the total
number of civilian personnel assigned to
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duty in the agencies of the Department of
Defense to performm management headquar-
ters activities or management headquarters
support activities. The Secretary shall
reduce the total number in each such catego-
1V of personnel to a number which is at least
5 percent less than the total end strength in
each such category of personnel requested by
the President for fiscal year 1984 to perform
such activities.

(b) The Secretary of each military depari-
ment shall reduce, by not later than Septem-
ber 30, 1984, the total number of military
personnel and the ltotal number of civilian
personnel assigned to duty in each such de-
partment to perform management headquar-
ters activities or management headquarters
support aclivities. Each Secretary concerned
shall reduce the total number in each such
category of personnel to @ number which is
at least 5 percent less than the total end
strength in each such category of personnel
requested by the President for fiscal year
1984 to perform such activities.

fc) Any reduction in military or civilian
personnel to perform management

riers aclivities or management
headquarters support activities in the Na-
tional Security Agency/Central Securily
Service, the Defense Intelligence Agency, the
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or
the Naval Intelligence Command may not be
included for the purposes of complying with
the requirements of subsection (a) or (b).

fd) In this section, the terms “manage-
ment headguarters activities” and “manage-
ment headguarters support activities” have
the same meanings as prescribed for such
terms in Department of Defense Directive
4100.73 entitled “Department of Defense
Management Headquarters and Headquar-
ters Support”, dated March 12, 1981.
ADJUSTMENT OF CONSTRUCTIVE SERVICE CREDIT

IN THE CASE OF CERTAIN NAVAL MEDICAL AND

DENTAL OFFICERS

Sec. 189. fa) The Secretary of the Navy
shall convene boards of officers to review the
records of each officer of the Medical Corps
or the Dental Corps of the Navy who was ap-
pointed in either such corps before Septem-
ber 11, 1979, and adjust the service credited
to any such officer to reflect any active com-
missioned service performed by such officer
before such appointment or to reflect any
professional civilian medical or dental expe-
rience gained by such officer in the United
States before such appointment if that serv-
ice or erperience has not been crediled to
such officer. The credit granted for such
prior service or experience shall be equal to
that granted to similarly situated officers in
the Army and Air Force.

fb) If an officer is credited under the au-
thority of subsection (a) with additional
service or experience, the Secretary of the
Navy shall adjust the date of rank of such
officer accordingly, and such afficer shall be
given pr d Jor pr ion or advanced
to a position on the active-duty list (or to a
position on a corresponding list in the case
of a Reserve officer not on the active-duty
list) in accordance with such adjusted date
aof rank.

fe) If, as a result of an adjustment of his
service credil under subseclion (a), an offi-
cer in the Medical Corps or Dental Corps of
the Navy attains precedence for promotion
purposes over any other officer on the
active-duty list or atlains a position on the
active-duty list equivalent to another officer
who—

(1) is a member of the same corps as the of-
Jficer whose service is adjusted under subsec-
tion (a);
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(2) is serving in a grade (not above cap-
min)hmwrmanﬂwmdeofmeofﬁm
whose service is adjusted under sub
fa); and

(3) has not been selecled for early promo-
tion to such higher grade or is on a promo-
tion list to the next grade higher than his
current grade and has not been selected for
early promotion Lo such higher grade,
then the officer whose service is adjusied
under subsection (a) may be promoted to the
higher grade appropriate to his adjusted
credit if he is recommended for promotion
to such grade by a board of officers con-
vened under subsection (a), and, upon pro-
motion to such higher grade, may be as-
signed a position on the active-duty list (or
to a position on a corresponding list in the
case of a Reserve officer not on the active-
duty list) commensurate with his adjusted
service credit.

(d) An officer whose date of rank has been
changed by virtue of service credited to him
under this section shall not be entitled to
any increase in pay or allowances or other
compensation for any period before the date
of that change, and an officer who is cred-
ited with additional service under this sec-
tion and is promoted to a higher grade pur-
suant to the recommendalion of a board
convened under this seclion shall notl be en-
titled to any increase in pay or allowances
or other compensalion for the grade (o
which promoted for any period before the
date of the promotion.

fe) Failure of an officer for selection for
promotion under the procedures provided
for in this section shall not count as a fail-
ure of selection for promotion for any other
purpose.

(f) As wused in this section, the term
“active-duly list” means the active-duly list
for the Navy provided for in section 620 of
title 10, United States Code.

STUDIES AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ON
HEALTH-CARE DELIVERY SYSTEMS

SeEc. 190. fa)(1) Chapter 55 of title 10,
Uniled States Code, as amended by section
183, is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new section:

“§1092. Studies and demonstration projects
on health-care delivery systems

“fa)(1) The Secretary of Defense, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, shall conduct studies and
demonstration projecis on the health-care
delivery system of the uniformed services
with a view to improving the quality, effi-
ciency, convenience, and cost effectiveness
of providing health care services (including
dental care services) under this title to mem-
bers and former members and their depend-
ents. Such studies and demonstration
projects may include the following:

“tA) Alternative methods of payment for
health and medical care services.

“(B) Cost-sharing by eligible beneficiaries.

“fC) Methods of encouraging efficient and
economical delivery of health and medical
care services.

“{D) Innovative approaches to delivery
and financing of health and medical care
services.

“CE) Alternative approaches to reimburse-
ment for the administrative charges of
health-care plans.

“f2) The Secretary of Defense shall include
in the studies conducted under paragraph
(1) alternative programs for the provision of
dental care Lo the spouses and dependents of
members of the uniformed services who are
on active duty, including a program under
which dental care would be provided the
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spouses and dependents of such members
under insurance or dental plan contracts.

“f3) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
to Congress from time to time written re-
ports on the results of the studies and dem-
onstration projects conducted under this
subsection and shall include in such reports
such recommendations for improving the
health-care delivery systems of the uni-
Jormed services as the Secretary considers
appropriate. The Secretary shall submit the
{(;;: such report not later than March 1,

“fb) The Secretary of Defense may enler
into contracts with public or private agen-
cies, institutions, and organizations to con-
duct studies and demonstration projects
under subsection (a).

“fc) The Secretary of Defense may oblain
U{,e advice and recommendations of such ad-
visory committees as the Secretary considers
appropriate. Each such commitlee consulted
by the Secretary under this subsection shall
evaluate the proposed study or demonstra-
tion project as to the soundness of the objec-
tives of such study or demonstration project,
the likelihood of obtaining productive re-
sults based on such study or demonstration
project, the resources which were required to
conduct such study or demonstration
project, and the relationship of such study
or demonstration project to other ongoing or
completed studies and demonstration
projects.

“fd) A demonstration project may not be
conducted under this section that provides
Jor the furnishing of dental care under an
insurance or dental plan contract.”.

f2) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new ilem:

“1092. Studies and demonstration projects
on health-care delivery systems.”,

(3) The amendments made by paragraphs
f1) and (2) shall take effect on Oclober 1,
1983, or the date of the enactment of this
Act, whichever is later.

(b)(1) The Secretary of Defense, in consul-
tation with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, shall conduct demonstra-
tion projects for the purpose of comparing
and evaluating the cost-effectiveness, acces-
sibility, patient acceptance, and the quality
of medical care contracted for by the Secre-
tary of Defense under sections 1079 and 1086
of title 10, United States Code, with the med-
ical care provided in those facilities deemed
to be facilities of the uniformed services by
virtue of section 911 of the Military Con-
struction Authorization Act, 1982 (42 U.S.C.
248c). The Secretary of Defense shall begin
conducting such projects within one year
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion and continue conducting such projects
Jor not less than three years.

(2) The projects carried out by the Secre-
tary of Defense under this subsection shall
utilize various alternative mechanisms for
the payment of medical services provided el-
igible persons, including capitation, pro-
spective payment, all-inclusive fee-for-serv-
ice charges, and other concepts and pro-
grams consistent with the purpose of this
subsection.

(3) If the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services deter-
mine such action is necessary in order to
permit a meaningful evaluation of alterna-
tive methods of providing medical care to
persons eligible for such care under seclions
1079 and 1086 of litle 10, Uniied Stales
Code, they may jointly designate additional
civilian medical facilities to be facilities of
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the uniformed services for the purposes of
section 1079 of such title. The Secretary may
designale a facility under the authorily of
this paragraph for such purposes only if
such action is agreed to by the governing
body of the facility.

(4) The Secretary of Defense, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, shall submit annually to
the Committees on Appropriations and on
Armed Services of the Senate and the House
of Representatives a wrillen report on the
results of the studies and projects carried
out under this subsection. The first such
report shall be submitted not later than one
vear after the date of the enactment of this
subsection. The last such report shall be sub-
mitted not later than one year afler the com-
pletion of all such studies and projects.

(5) The Secretary of Defense and the Secre-
tary of Health and Human Services may ter-
minate, for purposes of chapter 55 of title 10,
United States Code, the status of any facili-
ty referred to in paragraph (1) to furnish
medical or dental care lo members and
Jormer members of the uniformed services or
their dependents al any time after the expi-
ration of one year following submission fo
the Congress of the final annual report re-
quired under paragraph (4). The termina-
tion of such status in the case of any such
Jacility may be effected only by an order
jointly issued by the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of Health and Human
Services which identifies the facility whose
status is being terminated and specifies the
date on which such status is being terminat-
ed. A copy of each such order shall be fur-
nished to the affected facility and the Com-
mittees on Appropriations and on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives and shall become effective in
accordance with the terms of the notice, but
not earlier than six months following the
date on which a copy of the notice has been
JSurnished to the facility and the committees.
Any facility described in paragraph (1) or
Jacility designated under paragraph (3) may
terminate its status described in clause (1)
or its designation made under clause (3), as
the case may be, at any time afler the expi-
ration of six months following the date on
which a copy of the order terminating the
status or designation has been furnished the
Jacilily.

(6) Section 8911(b) of the Military Con-
struction Authorization Act, 1982 (42 U.S.C.
248c(b)), is amended by striking out “af any
time after” and all that follows through the
end of the second sentence and inserting in
lieuw thereof: “as provided for in section
190(b)(5) of the Department of Defense Au-
thorization Act, 1984.".

PART E—NATOQO AND RELATED MATTERS

NORTH ATLANTIC DEFENSE COOPERATIVE
PROGRAMS

Sec. 191. I'm order to fulfill the internation-
al obligations incurred by the United States
under the North Atlantic Trealy Organiza-
tion’s Long-Term Defense Program for the
rapid reinforcement of Europe, and recog-
nizing that such action is in the national
interest of the United States, the Secrelary
of Defense is directed to carry out commit-
ments of the United States under the United
States-German Wartime Host Nation Sup-
port Agreement of April 15, 1982, and under
the Prepositioned Maleriel Configured in
Unit Sets (POMCUS) program not later than
December 31, 1988. The Secrelary of Defense
shall include in his annual report to the
Congress a statement describing the status
of implementation of such agreement and
program, including his assessment of wheth-
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er our allies are bearing their equitable
share under such agreement and program
and whether the implementation of such
agreement and program adversely affects the
readiness of the reserve components of the
Armed Forces of the United Stales.
REPORT ON ALLIED CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE
COMMON DEFENSE

Sec. 192, fa) In recognition of the increas-
ing military threat faced by the Western
World and in view of the growth, relative to
the United States, in the economic strength
of Japan, Canada, and a number of Western
European countries which has occurred
since the signing of the North Alantic
Treaty on April 4, 1949, and the Mutual Co-
operation and Security (realy belween
Japan and the United States on January 19,
1960, it is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) the burdens of mutual defense now as-
sumed by some of the countries allied with
the United States under those agreements
are not commensurate with their economic
resources;

(2) since May 1978, when each NATO
member nation agreed fo increase real de-
fense spending annually in the range of 3
percent, most NATO members except for the
United States have failed to meet the 3 per-
cent real growth commitment consistently
and performance toward this goal in 1983 is
estimated to be the most deficient, on aver-
age, since the goal was established: and
since May 1981, when the Government of
Japan established ils policy to defend the
air and sea lines of communication out to
1,000 nautical miles from the coast of
Japan, progress to develop the necessary
self-defense capabilities to fulfill that 1,000
nautical mile defense pledge has been ex-
tremely disappointing;

(3) Japan, as the ally of the United States
with the greatest polential to improve ifs
self-defense capabilities, should accelerate
current efforts to increase its contributions
to the common defense, and, as a tangible
sign of commitment to this, as well as other
aims, Japan should immediately increase its
annual defense spending to the levels re-
quired for ils forces to deploy fully by 1990
an effective conventional self-defense capa-
bility, including the capability to carry out
its 1,000-mile defense policy, and

(4) the continued unwillingness of such
countries to increase their contributions to
the common defense to more appropriale
levels will endanger the vitality, effective-
ness, and cohesiveness of the alliances be-
tween those countries and the Uniled States.

fb) It is further the sense of the Congress
that the President should seek from each sig-
natory country (other than the United
States) of the two treaties referred Lo in sub-
section (a) acceplance of international secu-
rity responsibilities and an agreement to
make contributions to the common defense
which are commensurate with the economic
resources of such country, including, when
appropriate, an increase in host nation sup-

port.

fc)(1) The Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the Congress not later than March
1, 1984, a classified report containing—

fA) a comparison of the fair and equilable
shares of the mutual defense burdens of
these alliances that should be borne by the
United States, by other member nations of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), and by Japan, based upon econom-
ic strength and other relevant factors, and
the actual defense efforts of each nation to-
gether with an erplanation of disparities
that currently exist and their impact on
mutual defense efforts;
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(B) a description of efforts by the United
States and of other efforts to eliminate exist-
ing disparities;

(C) estimates of the real growth in defense
spending in fiscal year 1983 projected for
each NATO member nation compared with
the annual real growth goal in the range of 3
percent set in May 1978;

(D) a description of the defense-related
initiatives undertaken by each NATO
member nation within the real growth in de-
{m spending of such nation in fiscal year

(E) an explanation of those instances in
which the commitments to real growth in
defense spending and to the long-term de-
fense program have not been realized and a
description of efforts being made by the
United States to ensure fulfillment of these
important NATO commitments;

(F) a description of the activilies of each
NATO member and Japan to enhance the se-
curily and stability of the Southwest Asia
region and to assume additional missions
Sor their own defense as the United States al-
locates additional resources to the mission
of protecting Western interests in world
areas not covered by the system of Western
Alliances;

(G) a description of what additional ac-
tions the executive branch plans to take
should the efforts by the United Stales re-
Jerred lo in clauses (B) and (E) fail, and, in
those instances where such additional ac-
tions do not include consideration of the
repositioning of American troops, a detailed
explanation as to why such repositioning is
not being so considered;

(H) a description of the annual financial
resources, and the military procurement and
programs those resources would acquire, re-
quired for Japan to deploy fully by 1990 an
effective self-defense capability, including
the capability to carry out its 1,000 mile de-
fense policy, and a description of any dis-
parities between these requirements and the
financial resources and mililary programs
contained in the Japanese defense budget
Jor 1984 and each succeeding annual budget
in its current, multiyear defense plan, and
the year by which Japan would develop the
required capabilities, if not 1990; and

fI) a description of those United States
Jorces stalioned in Japan whose forward de-
ployment in Japan is only for the purposes
of defending that nation, as opposed to
those Uniled States forces stationed in
Japan whose primary mission is to contrib-
ute to the defense of other nations in the Pa-
cific Ocean and Indian Ocean regions
whose securily is of importance to the
Uniled States.

f2) The Secretary of Defense shall also
submit to the Congress not more than 30
days after the submission of the report re-
quired under paragraph (1) an unclassified
report containing the matlers set forth in
clauses (A) through (I) of such paragraph.

LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF MILITARY PERSONNEL
STATIONED IN EUROFPE

Sec. 193. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tions (b) and fc), none of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this or any other
Act may be used for the purpose of support-
ing an end strength level, as of September
30, 1984, of members of the Armed Forces of
the United States assigned to permanent
duty ashore in European member nations of
the North Atlantic Trealy Organization
(NATO) at any level in excess of 315,600.

fb) A number of Uniled Staltes military

nel in excess of 315,600, but not in
excess of 320,000, may be permanently as-
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signed to duly ashore in such European na-
tions as of September 30, 1984, if—

(1) the Secretary of Defense determines
and certifies to the Congress in writing that
on September 30, 1984, the total number of
military personnel of NATO wmember na-
tions, other than the United States, sta-
tioned in the Federal Republic of Germany
will not be less thdn the total number of
military personnel of such member nations
stationed in that country on the date of the
enactment of this Act;

f2) the Secretary of Defense certlifies to the
Congress in writing on or after June 1, 1984,
that the budget for the Department of De-
fense for fiscal year 1985 and the Five-Year
Defense Plan of the Department of Defense
Jor fiscal years 1985 through 1989 give sig-
nificant priority to programs directly in-
tended to improve NATO'’s conventional ca-
pabilities, particularly its capability for
deep inlerdiction;

(3) the Department of Defense has con-
ducted a thorough and detailed analysis of
NATO’s defense posture which the Secrelary
of Defense submits to Congress on or after
June 1, 1984, with his certification in writ-
ing that a number of United States military
personnel in excess of 315,600 is required to
meet the United States commitment to
NATO; and

(4) the studies required by sections 194
through 197 have been conducted and the re-
ports and recommendations resulting from
such studies have been submitted to the Con-
gress.

fc) A number of United States military
personnel in excess of 315,600 or in excess of
320,000 may be assigned to permanent duty
ashore in European member nations of
NATO as of September 30, 1984, without the
conditions specified in subsection (b)

having been met if the President (1) deter-
mines and certifies to the Congress in writ-
ing that overriding national security inter-

ests require a number of such personnel to
be assigned to permanent duly ashore in
such nations in excess of 315,600 or 320,000,
as the case may be, and (2) includes in the
certification the total number of such per-
sonnel required and an exrplanation of the
overriding national securily interesits that
require such number of personnel

fd) In computling the limilation specified
in subsections (a) and (b), there may be ex-
cluded not more than 2,600 military person-
nel assigned to the Ground Launched Cruise
Missile program and the Pershing Il Missile
program.

REPORT ON IMPROVEMENT OF CONVENTIONAL

FORCES OF NATO

Sec. 194. At the same time the President
submits the budget for fiscal year 1985 pur-
suant to section 1105 of title 31, United
States Code, but not later than March 1,
1984, the Secretary of Defense shall submit
to the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and House of Representatives a com-
prehensive report and plan for improving
conventional defense capabilities of the
North  Aflantic Trealy Organization
(NATO). The Secretary shall include in such
repori—

(1) his recommendations on how NATO's
strategy and military program could and
should be changed to improve substantially
the chances of a successful conventional de-
Jense of Europe;

(2) a statement and explanation of what
the aggregate NATO conventional defense
requirements are;

f3) a current assessment and statement of
the status of the Air-Land Baltle concept
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within the Department of Defense and
NATO;

f4) an explanation of how and fo what
extent the various doctrines of NATO mili-
tary forces are coordinated, and how vari-
ations in doctrine can be rectified or ex-
ploited to NATO's advanlage;

(5) his judgment on the most effective
means by which NATO military forces can
be operationally integrated to implement
the Air-Land Battle concepl;

(6) the United States programs which are
necessary to support improved NATO con-
ventional capabilities, the changes which
are needed, and what the fiscal year 1985
budget and Five-Year Defense Plan of the
Department of Defense for fiscal years 1985
through 1989 provide for with respect to
NATO conventional capabilities;

(7) the United States conventional pro-
grams and weapons that are provided for in
the fiscal year 1985 budget and Five-Year
Defense Plan of the Department of Defense
Jfor fiscal years 1985 through 1989 lo en-
hance the disruplion and destruction of
Soviet follow-on echelons;

(8) the new weapons or systems which are
available for such purpose that are not in
the current budgel or Five-Year Defense
Plan of the Department of Defense;

f9) a determination of what are the
achievable NATO-wide improvements in
conventional defense capability; and

f10) a separate addendum and assessment
by the Commander-in-Chief, Allied Forces
Europe, on measures necessary to improve
NATO conventional defense capabilities, in-
cluding a recommended plan for such meas-
ures.

(b} The President shall submit to the Con-
gress not later than April 1, 1984, his recom-
mendations and plan for improving NATO
conventional defense capabilities.

REPORT ON THE NUCLEAR POSTURE OF NATO

Sec. 195. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall
conduct a study on the tactical nuclear pos-
ture of the North Atlantic Trealy Organiza-
tion (NATO) and submil a report on the re-
sults of such study to the Commillees on
Armed Services of the Senate and the House
of Representatives not later than March 1,
1984, Such study shall include—

(1) a detailed assessment of the current
tactical nuclear balance in Europe and that
projected for 1990;

(2) an assessment of the current, respective
operational doctrines for the use of tactical
nuclear weapons in Europe of the Warsaw
Pact and NATO;

(3} an explanation of how the threat of the
use of such weapons relates to delerrence
and to conventional defense;

(4) an identification of the number and
types of nuclear warheads, if any, consid-
ered to be inessential to the defense struc-
ture of Western Europe, the gquantity and
type of such weapons that could be eliminat-
ed from Europe under appropriate circum-
stances without jeopardizing the security of
NATO nations and an assessment of what
such circumstances might be;

(5) an explanation of the steps that can be
taken to develop a rational and coordinated
nuclear posture by NATO in a manner that
is consistent with proper emphasis on con-
ventional defense forces and the docirine of
Air-Land Battle; and

f6) an identification of any notable, rele-
vant developments that have occurred since
the submission to the Congress in April 1975
of the report entitled “The Thealer Nuclear
Force Posture in Europe”, prepared by the
Secretary of Defense pursuant to section 302
of the Department of Defense Appropria-
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tions Authorization Act, 1975 (Public Law
93-365), which might cause the findings and
conclusions of that report to require revi-
sion and such revisions in such report as the
Secrelary considers appropriate.

(b) The President shall submit a written
report to the Congress on or before April 1,
1984, containing his views on the Depart-
ment of Defense study and report required
under subsection (a) together with such rec-
ommendalions with respect lo such study
and report as he deems appropriate.

REPORT ON COMBAT-TO-SUPPORT RATIO OF

UNITED STATES FORCES IN EUROPE IN SUPPORT

OF NATO

SEc. 196. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall
submit a report to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives not later than March 1, 1984, on
the combat, combat support, combat service
support, and noncombat components of the
Armed Forces of the United States assigned
to permanent duly ashore in Europe in sup-
port of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO). The Secretary shall include in
such report—

(1) an analysis of the current combat,
combat support, combal service support,
and noncombal components of the Armed
Forces of the United States assigned to per-
manent duty ashore in Europe in support of
NATO and their relationship to each other;

f2) a review of the requirements for such
combat, combat support, combat service
support, and noncombat components;

f3) an analysis and comparison of such
components and the history of their ratios
to each other since 1974 as well as the pro-
jected ratios to each other during fiscal year
1985 and during each year of the Five-Year
Defense Plan of the Department of Defense
JSor fiscal years 1985 through 1989; and

f4) his recommendations for improving
the combat portion of the Armed Forces of
the United States deployments in Europe or,
if in his judgment, no improvements are
practicable, the reasons they are nol

(b) For the purposes of the report required
by subsection (a)—

(1) the combat component of the Army in-
cludes only the infaniry, cavalry, artillery,
armored, combat engineers, special forces,
attack assault helicopter units, air defense,
and missile combat units of baltalion or
smaller size;

f2) the combat component of the Navy in-
cludes only the combatant ships faircrast
carrier, battleship, cruiser, destroyer, frig-
ale, submarine, and amphibious assault
ships) and combat aircraft wings (fighter,
attack, reconnaissance, and patrol); and

(3) the combat component of the Air Force
includes only the tactical fighter, reconnais-
sance, tactical airlift, fighter interceplor,
and bomber units of wing or smaller size.

REPORT ON UNITED STATES EXPENDITURES IN

SUPPORT OF NATO

Sec. 197. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall
review and analyze the fiscal year 1983 ex-
penditures of the Department of Defense in
Julfilling the United States commitment to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the expenditures projected for
such purpose for each of the fiscal years
1984 through 1989.

fb)f1) The Secretary of Defense shall
submit a detailed written report to the Con-
gress not later than June 1, 1984, on the
review and analysis required under subsec-
tion (a). The Secretary shall set out in such
report, in current and constant fiscal year
1983 dollar figures, the erpendilures made
in fiscal year 1983 and expendilures project-
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ed to be made in fiscal years 1984 through
1989 by the Uniled States in fulfilling ils
commitment to NATO in each of the follow-
ing categories:

fA) Procurement.

(B) Operations and mainlenance.

(C) Military construction.

(D) Military personnel.

(E) Research, development, test, and eval-
uation.

f2) The Secretary of Defense shall also in-
clude in such report a separate breakoul of
the fiscal year 1983 Department of Defense
expenditures in each of the categories speci-
fied in paragraph (1) for the Armed Forces
of the United States assigned to permanent
duly ashore in the European member na-
tions of NATO and the expenditures project-
ed to be incurred by the Department of De-
fense in each of those categories in each of
the fiscal years 1984 through 1989 for per-
sonnel of the Armed Forces of the United
States planned to be assigned fo permanent
duty ashore in such nations during each of
those fiscal years. The Secretary of Defense
shall also include in such report similar sep-
arale breakouts for all classes of Uniled
States forces reflected in the data submitted
to the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate and printed in part 1, pages 61-68, of
that Commilttee’s hearings on Department of
Defense Authorization For Appropriations
For Fiscal Year 1982.

(3) The Secretary of Defense shall also in-
clude in such report the estimated percent-
age growth in each of the five calegories
specified in paragraph (1) of subsection (b),
after allowing for inflation, from one year to
the next for the fiscal years 1983 through
1989. In the case of each category of expend-
itures for which the annual projected rate of
expenditure growth afler fiscal year 1983 ex-
ceeds 3 percent, after allowing for inflation,
over the previous fiscal year, the Secrelary
shall include his assessment of the impact
on NATO of limiting the growth of expendi-
tures in that category to 3 percent real
growth.

PART L—GENERAL PROVISIONS

LONG-TERM LEASE AND CHARTER OF AIRCRAFT
AND NAVAL VESSELS

Sec. 1001. f(a) After considering cosi,
schedule, and urgent security requirements,
it is the sense of the Congress that the most
appropriate method for acquiring the T-
AKX class Maritime Prepositioning Ships
and the T-5 class Tankers is the long-term
charter arrangements as negotiated by the
Department of the Navy. The Congress di-
rects the Department of the Navy to contin-
ue the Maritime Prepositioning Ship and T-
5 Tanker programs through such charter ar-

rangements.

(b) No funds may be appropriated for any
fiscal year to or for the use of any Armed
Force or obligated or expended for the lease
or charter or renewal of a lease or charter of
aircraft or naval vessels for a long term or
Jfor which there is a substantial termination
liability unless funds therefor have been spe-
cifically authorized by law.

(e} Authorization and appropriation re-
quests for funds for the lease or charter of
aircraft or naval vessels for a long lerm
must include as a separate line item in the
procurement accounts such amount of such
Junds that is attributable to capital-hire.

fd) The Office of Management and Budget
and the Department of the Treasury shall
promulgatle guidelines for lease-versus-buy
or charter-versus-buy decisions by depart-
ments and agencies.

fe) Any authorization request for a lease
or charter of aircraft or naval vessels for a
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Iong term or for which there is a substantial

termination liability must be accompanied

by an analysis, submitted by the Depart-
ment of Defense, of the cosis to the United

States Government, lo include foregone tax

revenues, of any such lease or charter pro-

gram compared to the costs of procurement
alternatives. Such analysis must be evaluat-
ed within a 30-day period by the Office of

Management and Budgel and the Depart-

ment of the Treasury which are to conduct

their reviews in accordance with the guide-
lines promulgated pursuant to subsection
fd).

, ;‘ﬂ For purposes of subsections (b), (c), and

e  —

f1) a lease or charter shall be considered to
be for a long term if the term of the contract,
including all options under the contract, is
for five years or longer; and

f2) the United States shall be considered to
have a substantial termination liability
under a lease or charter if, as determined
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary of Defense, the present value of the
amount of the termination liability of the
United States under the contract as of the
end of the term of the contract (exclusive of
any option to extend the contract) is more
than one-fifth the value of the vessel in-
volved.

fg) Subsection (b) does not apply with re-
spect to a contract entered into before the
date of the enactment of this Act.

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN AIRCRAFT FROM EXPORT-
IMPORT BANK TO THE AIR FORCE

SEc. 1002. fa) The President of the Export-
Import Bank of the Uniled States shall
transfer to the Secretary of the Air Force,
within 30 days ajler the date of the enact-
ment of this Act (1) the five DC-10-30 air-
craft and associated spare parts in the own-
ership of such Bank as the result of a default
on a loan made by such Bank, or (2) other
suitable widebody aircraft of equivalent
value in the possession of such Bank. Upon
the transfer of such aircraft to the Secretary
of the Air Force, there shall be transferred to
the appropriate account of the Ezxport-
Import Bank from Air Force Treasury dac-
count numbered 57M3500 the sum of
$100,000,000.

(b) None of the aircraft transferred to the
Secretary of the Air Force under the author-
ity of subsection (a) may be used as a re-
placement for Air Force 1 or Air Force 2, the
President’s aircraft.

REPEAL OF PROHIBITION AGAINST CONSOLIDATING
FUNCTIONS OF THE MILITARY TRANSPURTATION
COMMANDS
SEec. 1003, Section 1110 of the Department

of Defense Authorization Act, 1983 (Public

Law 97-252; 96 Stat. 747), is repealed.

AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE RECIPROCAL COM-
MUNICATIONS SUPPORT OR RELATED SUPPLIES
AND SERVICES
Sec. 1004. (a) Chapter 147 of title 10,

United States Code, is amended by inserting

after section 2482, the following new section:

“§2483. Reciprocal communications sup-
port or related supplies and services
“fa) The Secretary of Defense may, subject

to the concurrence of the Secretary of State,
enter into agreements with the Government
of any allied couniry or North Atlantic
Trealy Organization subsidiary body under
which the United Stales agrees to provide
communicalions support or related supplies
and services to such country or subsidiary
body in return for the reciprocal provision
of an equivalent value of communications
support or related supplies and services by
such country or subsidiary body.
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“(b) In this section:

“f1) ‘Allied country’ means any of the fol-
lowing:

“fA) A country that is a member of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

“(B) Australia or New Zealand.

“(C) Any other country designaled as an
allied country for the purposes of this sec-
tion by the Secretary of Defense wilth the
concurrence of the Secretary of State.

“(2) ‘North Atlantic Trealy Organization
subsidiary body’ means any organizatlion or
international military headquarters
scribed in section 2331(2) of this title.”.

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 2482 the
JSollowing new item.

“2483. Reciprocal communications support
and related supplies and serv-
ices.”.

INDEFPENDENT COST ESTIMATES OF MAJOR
DEFENSE ACQUISITION PROGRAMS

SEc, 1005. (a)i1) Chapter 4 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 139b the following new section:

“§ 139¢c. Independent cost estimates of major
defense acquisition programs

“fa) The Secretary of Defense shell not ap-
prove the full-scale engineering development
or production and deployment of a major
defense acquisition program unless an inde-
pendent estimate of the cost of the program
first has been prepared and submitted to
fand considered by) the Secretary of Defense.

“fb) In this section:

“f1) ‘Major defense acquisition program’
has the same meaning as provided in sec-
tion 139afa)(1) of this tille.

“2) ‘Independent estimate’ means, with
respect to a major defense acquisition pro-
gram, an eslimate of the cost of such pro-
gram prepared by an office or other entity
that is not under the supervision, direction,
or control of the military department, de-
fense agency, or other component of the De-
partment of Defense thatl is directly respon-
sible for carrying out the development or ac-
quisition of the program.

“{3) ‘Cost of the major defense acquisition
program’ means, with respect lo a major de-
fense acquisition program, all elements of
the life-cycle costs of the program, includ-
ing—

“fA) the cost of all research and develop-
ment efforts, without regard to the funding
source or management control;

“{B) the cost of the prime hardware and
its major subcomponents, support costs in-
cluding training, peculiar supporl, and
data; initial spares; military construction
costs;, and the cost of all related procure-
ments (including modifications to eristing
aircraft or ship plalforms, where applica-
ble), without regard to the funding source or
management control of the program; and

“(C) all elements of operating and support
cost.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 4 of such title is amended by in-
serting after the item relating lto section
1390 the following new item:

“139¢c. Independent cost estimates of major
defense acquisition programs.”.
(b) The provisions of section 139¢c of title
10, United States Code, as added by subsec-
tion (a), shall become effective on October 1,
1983.
fc) On the same date as the President sub-
mits the Department of Defense budget re-
quest for fiscal year 1985 to the Congress, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit a written
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report to the Committees on Armed Services
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives on the use of independent cost esti-
mates in the planning, programing, budget-
ing, and selection process for major defense
acgquisition programs in the Department of
Defense. Such report shall include an overall
assessment of the extent to which such esti-
mates were adopted by the Department in
making decisions on the fiscal year 1985
budget and a general explanation of why
such estimates might have been modified or
rejected. In addilion, the Secretary shall
report on current and future initiatives to
make greater or more productive use of inde-
pendent cost estimates in the Department of
Defense.

fd) It is the sense of the Congress that the
Secretary of Defense should ensure that ade-
quate personnel and financial resources are
allocated at all levels of the Department of
Defense to those organizations or offices
charged with developing or assessing inde-
pendent estimates of the costs of major de-
Jense acquisition programs.
CONTINUED OPERATION BY THE SECRETARY OF

DEFENSE OF THF DEFENSE DEPENDENTS' EDUCA-

TION SYSTEM

SEc. 1006. (a)(1) Sections 208 and 302, sub-
section (e) of section 202, and subsection (f)
of section 401 of the Department of Educa-
tion Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3418, 3442,
3412(e), and 3461(f)) are repealed.

(2) Section 419(a) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
3479(a)) is @

(A) by striking out “11)” after the subsec-
tion designation “fa)"; and

(B) by striking out paragraph (2).

f3) Section 503fa) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
3503r7a)) is amended—

fA) by striking out “(1)” aflter the subsec-
tion designation “fa)”; and

fB) by striking out clause (2).

(4) The table of contents at the beginning
of such Act is amended by striking out the

items relating to sections 208 and 302.
fb) The second sentence of section 1410(b)

of the Defense Dependenis’ Education Act of
1978 (20 U.S.C. 928(bJ) is amended by strik-
ing out “The Secretary of Education, in con-
sultation with the Secrelary of Defense,”
and inserting in lieu thereof “The Secrelary
of Defense”.

fe) Section 1411(a) of the Department of
Defense Dependents’ Education Act of 1978
f20 U.S.C. 929(a)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“fa) There is established in the Depart-
ment of Defense an Advisory Council on De-
pendents’ Education (hereinafter in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘Council’). The Coun-
cil shall be composed of—

“{1) the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics
fhereinafter in this section referred lo as the
‘Assistant Secretary’), who shall be the chair-
man of the Council;

“(2) six individuals appointed by the As-
sistant Secretary, who shall be individuals
versed by training or experience in the field
of primary or secondary education and who
shall include representatives of professional
employee organizations, school administra-
tors, and sponsors of students enrolled in
the defense dependents’ education system;

“t3) not more than three representatives
Jrom overseas mililary commands appoint-
ed by the Assistant Secretary; and

“i4) one individual appointed by the Sec-
retary of Education.

The Director shall be the Erecutive Secre-
tary of the Council.”.

fd) Section 1411(bJ(1) of such Act (20
U.S.C. 929(bJ(1)) is amended—
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(1) by striking out “four” each place it ap-
pears and inserting in liew thereof “two’;
and

(2) by striking out “Secretary of Educa-
tion” and inserting in lieu thereof “Assist-
ant Secretary”.

fe) Section 1411(c) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
9291¢)) is amended—

(1) by striking out clause (2);

(2) by redesignating clauses (3), (4), and
rs::d as clauses (2), (3), and (4), respectively;
a

(3) by striking out “Secretary of Educa-
tion” in clause (4) (as redesignated in clause
(2) of this subsection) and inserting in lieu
thereof “Assistant Secretary”.

(f) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Secretary of Educalion are each di-
rected o take such action as may be neces-
sary to assure the continued effective ad-
ministration of the defense dependents’ edu-
cation system pursuant to title XIV of the
Education Amendments of 1978.

USE OF POLYGRAPHS BY THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

Sec, 1007. (a) Chapter 49 of title 10, United

States Code, is amended by adding at the

end thereof the following new section.

“§979. Prohibition against cerlain actions
based upon results of polygraph eramina-
tions

“fali1) Ezcept as provided in subsection
fe), a civilian employee of the Department of
Defense may not be separated from his em-
ployment with the Department of Defense,
suspended from such employment, reduced
in grade or pay, furloughed, denied access to
classified information, or subjected to any
other adverse action with respect to his em-
ployment in any position in the Department
of Defense solely on the basis of the results of
a polygraph eramination or solely on the
basis of a refusal to submil to such an exam-
ination.

“(2) A member of the armed forces may not
be permanently or temporarily transferred
to a new duty station, assigned or detailed
to perform new duties, denied access to clas-
sified information, or subjected to any other
adverse action with respect to such mem-
ber’s military status or any duty assignment
in the Department of Defense solely on the
basis of the results of a polygraph examina-
tion or solely on the basis of a refusal to
submit to such an examination.

“fb)(1) Not later than March 1, 1984, the
President shall submilt lo the Congress a
written report describing (A) unauthorized
disclosures of classified information that

itate erp ded use of polygraph ex-
aminations in the Department of Defense,
(B) the nature and extent of such unauthor-
ized disclosures, and (C) the nature and
extent of the damage lo the national securi-
ty that has resulted from the unauthorized
disclosures, including specific examples of
the damage and the manner in which the
damage was determined and measured.

“f2) Not later than March 1, 1984, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit fo the Con-
gress a written report which expresses Lthe
position of the Department of Defense re-
garding the accuracy and reliabilily of poly-
graph examinations and which includes—

“{A) a description of the specific studies
fincluding statistical analyses based on
such studies) conducted by or for the De-
partment of Defense, or relied upon by the
department, to support the department’s use
of the polygraph; and

“(B) the Secretary’s analysis and explana-
tion of how any potential damage to inno-
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cent persons erroneously identified by poly-
graph examinations as having given false
responses or information during the course
of polygraph examinations is offset by the
potential benefits to the United States of ex-
panded use of the polygraph.

“fe) Polygraph examinations may be used
with respect to civilian employees and pro-
spective civilian employees of the National
Security Agency of the Department of De-
Jfense in accordance with and to the extent
provided for in regulations of the Depart-
ment of Defense or the National Security
Agency as in effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.".

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 49 of such title is amended by
c_lgd;:w at the end thereof the following new
by pa
““979. Prohibition against certain actions

based upon results of polygraph
examinations.”.
ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF TEST PROGRAM TO AU-

THORIZE PRICE DIFFERENTIAL TO RELIEVE ECO-

NOMIC DISLOCATIONS

Sec. 1008. fa) Subsection fa) of section
1109 of the Department of Defense Authori-
zation Act, 1983 (10 U.S.C. 2392 note), is
amended by striking out “fiscal vear 1983”
each place it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof “fiscal years 1983 and 1984".

fb) Subsection (b) of section 1109 of such
Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “and April 15, 1984, after
“1983” in the first sentence; and

f2) by striking out “report” in the second
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “re-
ports™,

PROTECTION OF REPORTS OF MILITARY AIRCRAFT
ACCIDENT SAFETY INVESTIGATIONS

SEC. 1009. (a)(1) Part I of subtitle A of title
10, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
chapter:

“CHAPTER 19—AIRCRAFT ACCIDENTS

“Sec.

“391. Definition.

“392. Investigation reports: limilalion on
use.

‘¥ 391. Definition

“In this chapter, ‘safety investigation’

s an investigation conducted solely to
determine the cause of an aircraft accident
and to obtain information which may pre-

vent the occurrence of similar accidents.

"§ 392. Investigation reports’ limilation on
use

“fa) The Secretary concerned may conduct
a safety investigation of any accident in-
volving an aircraft under the jurisdiction of
the Secretary.

“fb) No part of any record or report of a
safety investigation described in subsection
fe) may—

“(1) be released outside of the armed force
concerned, unless expressly authorized by
the Secretary concerned to be released for
safely purposes;

“f2) be subject to discovery in any judicial
or administrative proceeding; or

“(3) be used as evidence, or o obtain evi-
dence, in any disciplinary action or suit or
other judicial or administrative proceeding.

“fc) Subsection (b) applies to any part of a
record or report of a safety investigation re-
lating to—

“(1) the deliberative portions of an inves-
tigation, including any discussion, analysis,
gnion, conclusion, finding, or recommen-
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“(2) statements or information obtained
under an express or implied promise of con-
Jfidentiality from a witness or manufacturer;
or

“(3) life science reports.

“fd) This section does not limit or aller
the authority of the National Transporia-
tion Safety Board under section 702(a) of
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C.
1442(a)), section 304(a)(1MA) of the Inde-
pendent Safety Board Act of 1974 (49 U.S.C.
1903(a)(1)(A)), and section 6(d) of the De-
partment of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C.
1655(d)).

“fe) The Secretary concerned shall pre-
scribe regulations to carry out this section.”.

(2) The table of chapters at the beginning
of subtitle A, and the table of chapters at the
beginning of part I of subtitle A, of title 10,
United States Code, are each amended by
adding the following new item after the item
relating to chapter 18:

“19. Aircraft Accidents. 2917
fb) The amendments de by subsection

fa) shall apply to safety investigations of

aircraft accidents that occurred before the

date of the enactment of this Act and to air-

eraft accidents that occur after such date.

AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS FOR UPGRADING THE
INTERNATIONAL COORDINATING COMMITTEE
(COCOM) LOGISTICAL SUPPORT

Sec. 1010. The Secretary of Defense may
use, out of any funds available to the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal year 1984, not
to exceed $2,000,000 for the purpose of up-
grading and improving the logistical sup-
port of the International Coordinating Com-
mittee (COCOM) in order to strengthen con-
trol over the export of technology and equip-
ment to certain countries by the United
States and certain of its allies.

ASSISTANT SECRETARIES

Sec. 1011. (a)(1) Section 136/a) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by striking
“seven” and inserting in lieu thereof

”

out

2) Section 136(b) of such title is amended
by inserting after the fifth sentence the fol-
lowing: “One of the Assistant Secretaries
shall be the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Command, Control, Communications,
and Intelligence. He shall have as his princi-
pal duty the overall supervision of com-
mand, control, communications, and intelli-
gence affairs of the Department of Defense.”,

(b) The first sentence of section 3013 of
title 10, United States Code, is amended by
striking out “four” and inserting in lieu

“five”,

fc) The first sentence of section 5034ia) of
such title is amended by striking out “three”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘four”.

(d) Section 5315 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “(7)” after “Assistant
Secretaries of Defense” and inserting in lieu
thereof “(10)”;

(2) by striking out “(4)” after “Assistant
Secretaries of the Army” and inserting in
lieu thereof “15)"; and

(3) by striking out “13)” after “Assistant
Secretaries of the Navy” and inserling in
lieu thereof “(4)".

COMPENSATION FOR INJURIES INCURRED IN THE
PERFORMANCE OF DUTY BY MEMBERS OF THE
CIVIL AIR PATROL
Sec. 1012, (a) Section 8141 of title 5,

United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection fa), by inserting “under
18 years of age” after “Civil Air Patrol
Cadet'; and

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by siriking out
“$300” and inserting in lieu thereof “the
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rate of basic pay payable for step 1 of grade
GS-9 in the General Schedule under section
5332 of this title”.

(b)(1) The amendments made by subsec-
tion (a) shall take effect on the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(2) The amendment made by subsection
fa)(1) shall apply only to deaths or injuries
occurring on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act

f3) The amendment made by subsection
(a)(2) shall apply only to the computation of
compensation payable for periods commenc-
ing on or after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

DELAY ON USE OF FUNDS FOR THE PRODUCTION

OF BINARY CHEMICAL MUNITIONS

Sec. 1013. (a)(1) Funds appropriated pur-
suant to the authorization of appropria-
tions for the Army in section 101 of this Act
may be used for the establishment of a pro-
duction base for binary chemical munitions
and for the procurement of components for
155-millimeter binary chemical artillery
projectiles, but such funds may not be used
for the actual production of binary chemical
munitions before Oclober 1, 1985.

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1), before the production of
binary chemical munitions may begin afler
September 30, 1985, the President must certi-
fy to Congress in writing that, in light of
circumstances prevailing at the time the cer-
tification is made, the production of such
munitions is essential to the national inter-
est. The absence of constructive movement
toward a negotiated, comprehensive, and
verifiable ban on chemical weaponry would
contribute to circumstances which justify
the initiation of such production.

(b) For purposes of this section, “produc-
tion of binary chemical munitions" means
the final assembly of weapon components
and the filling or loading of comwponents
with binary chemicals.

EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION FOR CERTAIN NONAP-

PROPRIATED FUND INSTRUMENTALITY EMPLOY-

EES

Sec. 1014. (a)(1) Chapter 81 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section’
“$ 1587. Employees of nonappropriated fund

instrumentalities

“fa) In this section.

“(1) ‘Nonappropriated fund instrumental-
ily employee’ means a civilian employee
who is paid from nonappropriated funds of
Army and Air Force Exchange Service, Navy
Resale and Services Support Office, Marine
Corps exchanges, or any other instrumental-
ity of the United States under the jurisdic-
tion of the armed forces which is conducted
for the comfort, pleasure, contentment, or
physical or mental improvement of members
of the armed forces.

“(2) ‘Civilian employee’ has the meaning
given the term ‘employee’ by section 2105(a)
of title 5.

“(3) ‘Personnel action’, with respect to a
nonappropriated fund instrumentality em-
ployee (or an applicant for a position as
such an employee), means—

“{A) an appointment;

“{BJ) a promotion;

“{C) any disciplinary or correclive action;

“fD) a detail, transfer, or reassignment;

“(E) a reinstatement, restoration, or reem-

ployment;

“(F) a decision concerning pay, benefils,
or awards, or concerning educalion or
training if the education or training may
reasonably be expected to lead lo an ap-
pointment, promotion, or other action de-
scribed in this paragraph; and
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“{G) any other significant change in
duties or responsibililies that is inconsist-
ent with the employee’s salary or grade level

“fb) Any civilian employee, nonappro-
priated fund instrumentality employee, or
member of the armed forces who has author-
ity to take, direct others to take, recommend,
or approve any personnel action shall not,
with respect to such authority, take or fail
to take a personnel action with respect to
any nonappropriated fund instrumentality
employee (or any applicant for a position as
such an employee) as a reprisal for—

“1) a disclosure of information by such
an employee or applicant which the employ-
ee or applicant reasonably believes evi-
dences—

“(4) a violation of any law, rule, or regu-
lation; or

“B) mismanagement, a gross waste of
funds, an abuse of authority, or a substan-
tial and specific danger to public health or
safety;
if such disclosure is not specifically prohib-
ited by law and if the information is not
specifically required by or pursuant lo exec-
utive order to be kept secret in the interest
of national defense or the conduct of foreign
affairs; or

“(2) a disclosure by such an employee or
applicant to any civilian employee, nonap-
propriated fund instrumentality employee,
or member of the armed forces designated by
law or by the Secretary concerned to receive
disclosures described in clause (1), of infor-
mation which the employee or applicant be-
lieves evi —_

“{A) a violation of any law, rule, or regu-
lation; or

“(B) mismanagement, a gross waste of
Junds, an abuse of authority, or a substan-
tial and specific danger to public health or
safely.

“fe) This section does not apply to an em-
ployee in a position excluded from the cover-
age of this section by the President based
upon a determination by the President thal
the exclusion is necessary and warranted by
conditions of good administration.

“td) The Secretary of Defense shall be re-
sponsible for the prevention of actions pro-
hibited by subsection (b) and for the correc-
tion of any such actions that are taken. The
authority of the Secretary to correct such ac-
tions may not be delegated to the Secretary
of a military department or to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Reserve
Affairs, and Logistics.

“fe) The Secretary of Defense, after consul-
tation with the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management and the Special Counsel
of the Merit Systems Protection Board, shall
prescribe regulations to carry out this sec-
tion. Such regulations shall include provi-
sions to protect the confidentiality of em-
ployees and applicants making disclosures
described in clauses (1) and (2) of subsection
fb..”

f2) The table of sections at the beginning
of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item.

“1587. Employees of nonappropriated fund

instrumentalilies.”.

(b) Section 1587 of such title, as added by
subsection (a), shall apply with respect to
any conduct prohibited by subsection (b) of
such section which occurs after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT TO MAKE COMMANDANT OF THE
MARINE CORPS A MEMBER OF THE ARMED
FORCES POLICY COUNCIL
Sec, 1015. Section 171(a) of title 10, United

States Code, is amended—
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(1) by striking oul "“a

clause (9);
f2) by striking out the period at the end of

clause (10) and inserting in lieu thereof a

semicolon and “and”; and
(3) by adding after clause (10) the follow-

ing new clause;
“f11) the Commandant of the Marine

Corps.”.

RETIREMENT DEDUCTIONS FROM THE PAY OF
JUDGES OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF MILI-
TARY APPEALS
Sec, 1016. (a) Section 8334 of title 5,

United States Code, is amended—
f1) in the first sentence of subsection

(a)(1) by inserting “and a judge of the

United States Court of Military Appeals”

before the period; and
(2) by adding ai the end of the table con-

tained in subsection (c) the following:

"

” at the end of

.. May 5, 1950, to October
31, 1956.

.. November 1, 1956, to De-
cember 31, 1969.

s January 1, 1970, to (but
not including) the date
af the enactment of the
Omnibus Defense Au-
thorization Act, 1984.

.. On and after the date of
the enactment of the
Omnibus Defense Au-
thorization Acl 1984.".

fb) Section 8836 of such title is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (k) as sub-
section (l); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (j) the fol-
lowing new subsection (k)

“tk) A judge of the United States Court of
Military Appeals who is separaled from the
service after becoming 62 years of age and
completing 5 years of civilian service or
after completing the term of service for
which he was appointed as a judge of such
court is entitled to an annuity. If an annu-
ily is elected before the judge becomes 60
vears of age, it shall be a reduced annuity.”.

{c) Section 8337(a) of such title is amend-
ed by inserting the following after the third
sentence: “A judge of the United States
Court of Military Appeals who compleles 5
yvears of civilian service and who is found by
the Office Lo be disabled for useful and effi-
cient service as a judge of such court or who
is removed for mental or physical disability
under section 867(a)(2) of title 10 shall be re-
tired on the judge’s own application or upon
such removal.”.

(d) Section 8338 of such tlitle is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

f2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection (c):

“fe) A judge of the United States Court of
Military Appeals who is separated from the
service after completing 5 years of civilian
service is entitled to an annuity beginning
at the age of 62 years. A judge of such court
who is separaled from the service afler com-
pleting the term of service for which he was
appointed is entitled to an aennuily. If an
annuily is elected before the judge becomes
60 years of age, it shall be a reduced annu-
ity.”,

fe) Section 8339 of such title is amended—

(1) in subsection (d), by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph.

“f6) The annuily of an employee who is a
judge of the United States Court of Military
Appeals, or a former judge of such court, re-
tiring under this subchapter is computed
under subsection (a) of this section, except,
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with respect to his service as a judge of such
court, his service as a member, his congres-
sional employee service, and his military
service (notl exceeding five years) credilable
under section 8332 of this title, his annuity
is compuled by multiplying 2% percent of his
average annual pay by the years of that
8’ L

2) by adding at the end of subsection (h)
the following new sentence: “The annuily
computed under subsection (d)(6) for a
judge of the United States Court of Military
Appeals retiring under section 8336(k) or
8338(c) of this title is reduced by %, of 1 per-
cent for each full month not in excess of 60
months, and % of 1 percent for each full
month in excess of 60 months, the judge is
|1:.1';1::!,‘21- 60 years of age at the date of separa-

on.".

(f) The increase in deductions from the
pay of a judge of the United States Court of
Military Appeals required by section 8334(c)
of title 5, United States Code, as amended by
subsection (a) of this section, shall be effec-
tive with respect to the first pay period that
39?':13 after the date of enactment of this

c
CLARIFICATION OF SURVIVOR BENEFITS COVERAGE

FOR FORMER SPOUSES

Sec. 1017. fa)(1) The second sentence of
subsection (a)f5) of section 1448 of litle 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
“except in accordance with subsection
b)(3)" after “may not be revoked”,

f2) Subsection (b) of such section is
amended Lo read as follows:

“fb)(1) A person who is not married and
does not have a dependent child when he be-
comes eligible to parlicipate in the Plan
may elect to provide an annuily to a natu-
ral person with an insurable interest in that
person. In the case of a person providing an
annuily under this paragraph by virtue of
eligibility under subsection (a)(1)(BJ, such
an election shall include a designation
under subsection fe).

“(2) A person who has a former spouse
when he becomes eligible to participate in
the Plan may elect to provide an annuity to
that former spouse. In the case of a person
with a spouse or a dependent child, such an
election prevents payment of an annuily lo
that spouse or child, including payment
under subsection (d). If there is more than
one former spouse, the person shall desig-
nate which former spouse is to be provided
the annuity. In the case of a person provid-
ing an annuily under this paragraph by
virtue of eligibilily wunder subsection
fa)(1)(B), such an election shall include a
designation under subsection (e).

“Y3)(4) A person—

“fi) who is a participant in the Plan and
is providing coverage for a spouse or a
spouse and child (even though there is no
beneficiary currently eligible for such cover-
age), and

“fii) who has a former spouse who was not
that person’s former spouse when he became
eligible to participate in the Plan,
may f(subject lo subparagraph (B)) elect to
provide an annuily to that former spouse.
Any such election terminates any previous
coverage under the Plan and must be wril-
ten, signed by the person, and received by
the Secrelary concerned within one year
after the date of the decree of divorce, disso-
lution, or annulment.

“fB) A person may not make an election
under subparagraph (A) to provide an annu-
ity to a former spouse who that person mar-
ried after becoming eligible for retired or re-
tainer pay unless—

“fi) the person was married to that former
spouse for at least one year, or

July 11, 1988

“fii) that former spouse is the parent of
issue by that marriage.

“fC) An election under this paragraph
may not be revoked except in accordance
with section 1450(f) of this title and is effec-
tive as of the first day of the first calendar
month following the month in whick it is re-
ceived by the Secretary concerned. This
paragraph does not provide the authority to
change a designation previously made
under subsection (e).

“fD) If a person who is married makes an
election lo provide an annuity to a former
spouse under this paragraph, that person’s
spouse shall be notified of that election.

“(4) A person who elects to provide an an-
nuily to a former spouse under paragraph
f2) or (3) shall, at the time of making the
election, provide the Secretary concerned
with a written statement (in a form to be
prescribed by that Secrelary and signed by
such person and the former spouse) selling
Jorth whether the election is being made pur-
suant to a written agreement previously en-
tered into voluntarily by such person as a
part of or incident to a proceeding of di-
vorce, dissolution, or annulment and (if so)
whether such voluntary wrilten agreement
has been incorporated in, or ratified or ap-
proved by, a court order.”,

(3) Section 1450 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—

(4) by striking out “at the time the person
to whom section 1448 applies became enti-
tled to retired or retainer pay” in subsection
fal(4); and

fB) by inserting “fwithout regard to the
eligibility of the person making the change
of election to make an election under such
section)” before the period al the end of the
third sentence of subsection (f)(1).

(b) In the case of a person who on the date
of the enactment of this Act is a person de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) of subsection
fbJ)(3) of section 1448 of title 10, United
States Code (as amended by subsection
fa)(2)), such subsection shall apply to that
person as if the one-year period provided for
in subparagraph (A) of such subsection
geg‘aﬂ'.ﬂ on the date of the enactment of this

c

fe)(1) Section 1447(8) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “an-
nulment, or legal separation,” both places it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “or an-
nulment"”.

(2) Section 1448(a)(3) is amended—

fA) by inserting ‘Jor a former spouse”
after “an annuity” the second place it ap-
pears in subparagraphs (A) and (B); and

{B) by striking out “of this section" both
places it appears.

f3) Section 1450(f) of such tille is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking out “of this subsection” in
paragraph (1); and

(B) by striking out "annulment, or legal
separation,” in paragraph (2) and inserting
in lieu thereof “or annulment,”.

(4) Section 1006(e)(3) of the Uniformed
Services Former Spouses’ Prolection Act
ftitle X of Public Law 97-252; 96 Stat. 738)
is amended by striking out "“section” and all
that follows and inserting in lieu thereof
"sectign 1072 of title 10, United States

CLARIFICATION OF CONTINUING RESPONSIBILITY
FOR FUNDING OF CERTAIN SURVIVORS " BENEFITS
Sec. 1018. Section 156/g)(1) of Public Law
97-377 (96 Stat. 1922) is amended—
(1) by striking out “fiscal year 1983" and
inserting in lieu thereof “each fiscal year”;
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(2) by striking out “from the ‘Retired Pay,
Defense’ account of the Department of De-
fense"; and

(3) by inserting belween the first and
second sentences the following: “During
fiscal year 1983, transfers under this subsec-
tion shall be made from the ‘Retired Pay,
Defense’ account of the Depariment of De-
Jense. During subsequent fiscal years, such
transfers shall be made from such account
or from funds otherwise available Lo the Sec-
retary for the purpose of the payment of
such benefits and erpenses.”.

AUTHORITY FOR REGULAR MEMBER OF THE
ARMED FORCES TO SERVE AS THE FEDERAL
COMMISSIONER ON THE RED RIVER COMPACT
COMMISSION

Sec. 1019. The Act entitled “An Act to
grant the consent of the United States to the
Red River Compact among the States of Ar-
kansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Teras”,
approved December 22, 1980 (94 Stal. 3305),
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
Sfollowing new section:

“Sec. 5. (o) The President may appoint a
regular officer of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
or Marine Corps who is serving on active
duty as the Federal Commissioner of the
Commission.

“fb) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 973(b) of title 10, United States
Code, acceplance by a regular officer of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps of
an appointment as the Federal Commission-
er of the Commission, or the exercise of the
Junctions of Federal Commissioner and
chairman of the Commission, by such officer
shall not terminate or otherwise affect such
officer’s appointment as a military officer.”.

TEST PROGRAM ON LIMITED USE OF COMMISSARY
STORES BY MEMBERS OF THE SELECTED RESERVE

Sec. 1020. (a) The Secretary of Defense
shall carry out in one or more areas of the
United States a test program under which
members of the Selected Reserve of the
Ready Reserve of a Reserve component of
the Armed Forces will be permitted to use
commissary stores of the Department of De-
Jense a number of days each year equal to
the number of days the member performs
active duty for training as a member of the
Selected Reserve. Under any such test pro-
gram, a member of the Selected Reserve shall
be permitted a period of one year, from the
dale on which the member performs active
duty for training, to use a day of eligibilily
Jor using commissary stores.

fb) The Secretary of Defense shall report
the results of the test program to the Con-
gress no later than June 1, 1984, logether
with such comments and recommendations
as he determines appropriale,

REPORT ON PROPOSED LEGISLATION FOR
CODIFICATION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF LAW

Sec. 1021. The Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the Commiltiees on Armed Services
of the Senate and the House of Represenia-
tives not later than January 1, 1984, pro-
posed legislation for codificalion into ap-
propriate titles of the United States Code, or
Jfor incorporation into other existing laws,
those provisions of law that have been en-
acted during the past five years as a part of
the annual Department of Defense Authori-
zalion Act or the annual Department of De-
Jense Appropriation Act under the heading
“General Provisions” and that in the opin-
ion of the Secretary should be so codified or
incorporated.
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REQUIREMENT FOR PROPOSALS OF SUBSTANTIVE
LEGISLATION PERTAINING TO THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE BE SUBMITTED TO THE COMMIT-
TEES ON ARMED SERVICES

SEec. 1022. On and after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense
shall require that all proposals or requests
by the Department of Defense for legislation
which would confer new or erpanded au-
thority on the Department of Defense or
which would amend, supersede, or otherwise
charge any eristing law pertaining to any
program administered by the Department of
Defense shall be submilted or directed only
to the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and the House of Represenltalives.
The preceding sentence does not apply to
proposals or requests for legislation that
would prohibit or limit the erpenditure aof
Junds or lo proposals or requests for legisla-
tion that is not within the jurisdiction of
the Commiltees on Armed Services of the
Senate and the House of Representatives.

COMMITTEES ON ARMED SERVICES TO BE FUR-
NISHED COPIES OF ALL DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE REGULATIONS

Sec. 1023. (a) The Secretary of Defense
shall furnish to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives copies of all regulations pro-
mulgated by the Department of Defense, and
of all regulations proposed to be promulgat-
ed by that department, on and afler the date
of the enactment of this Act. The Secretary
shall furnish such copies to the Commilttees
within five days after the date on which
such regulations are first promulgated or
Jirst proposed to be promulgated, as the case
may be.

(b} The Secretary of Defense shall, within
30 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, furnish to the Commitiees on
Armed Services of the Senale and the House
of Representatives a complele set of all regu-
lations of the Department of Defense that
are in effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act.

AUTHORITY TO WITHHOLD FROM PUBLIC
DISCLOSURE CERTAIN TECHNICAL DATA

SEc. 1024. (a) Chapter 4 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section.

“§ 140c. Authority of Secretary of Defense to
withhold from public disclosure certain
technical data

“fa) Nolwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary of Defense may with-
hold from public disclosure any technical
data with military or space applicalion in
the possession of or under the control of the
Deparitment of Defense, if such data may not
be exported lawfully outside the United
States without an approval, authorization,
or license under the Export Administration
Act (50 U.S.C. App. 2401-2420) or the Arms
Ezport Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.),
except that technical data may not be with-
held under this section if regulations pro-
mulgated under either such Act authorize
the export of such data pursuant to a gener-
al, unrestricted license or exemption in such

regulations.

“(b)(1) Within 90 days after enactment of
this section, the Secretary of Defense shall
propose regulations to implement this sec-
tion, which shall be published in the Federal
Register for a period of no less than thirty
days for public comment prior to promulga-
tion. Such regulations shall address, where
appropriate, releases of technical data lo
allies of the United States and to qualified
Uniled Stales contractors for use in per-
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forming United States Government con-
tracts.

“f2) In this section, ‘technical data with
military or space application’ means any
blueprints, drawings, plans, instructions,
compuler software and documentation, or
other technical information that can be
used, or be adapted for use, to design, engi-
neer, produce, manufacture, operate, repair,
overhaul, or reproduce any military or space
equipment or technology concerning such
equipment.”.

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 4 of such title is amended by
?g::'.ﬂg at the end thereof the following new
“140c. Authority of Secretary of Defense to

withhold from public disclo-
sure certain technical data.”.

REDUCTION IN AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS FOR
CERTAIN INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

SEc. 1025. The authorization of appropria-
tions contained in this Act are reduced by
$100,000,000 in accordance with the classi-
fied appendix of the Senate Commiltee on
Armed Services to the classified schedule of
appropriations for fiscal year 1984 prepared
by the Select Committee on Intelligence of
the Senate.

PART M—TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10, UNITED
STATES CODE

SEC. 1031. Title 10, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 139big)(2) is amended by strik-
ing out “procurment” and inserting in lieu
thereof “procurement”.

f2) Section 140 is amended by striking out
“of this section” in subsections fa) and fc).

(3) Section 520(a) is amended—

{A) by striking out “For the fiscal year be-
ginning on October 1, 1980" and all that fol-
lows through “1982, the” and inserting in
lieu thereof “The’;

(B) by striking oul “such fiscal year” the
first place it appears in the last sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof “any fiscal
vear”; and

(C) by striking out “number of such” and
all that follows through “into” in the last
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “total
number of persons originally enlisted or in-
ducted to serve on active duty (other than
active duty for training) in”.

f4) Section 1079 is amended—

fA) by striking out “thirty” in subsections
fa) and (d) and inserting in lieu thereof
“307; and

fB) by striking out “of this section” in
subsection (g).

(5)(A) The heading of section 1081 is
amended by striking out the semicolon and
the last word.

(B) The item relating to that section in the
table of sections at the beginning of chapter
55 is amended by striking out the semicolon
and the last word.

(6) Section 1085 is amended by inserting a
comma after “or his dependent” the first
place it appears.

(7) Section 1090 is amended by striking
out “fa)”.

(8) Section 1126(a)(1) is amended by strik-
f:;w m.r.t “Who” and inserting in lieu thereof

(9) Section 1489(a)(2) is amended by strik-
ing out “the date of the enactment of this
section” and inserting in lieu thereof “Octo-
ber 14, 1980".

(10) Section 2005 is amended—
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fA) by striking out “of this section” each
place it appears in subsections (c) and (d);

and

(B) by striking oul “section—"" in subsec-
tion (e) and inserting in lieu thereof “sec-
tion".

(11) Section 2101 is amended—

(4) by striking out “chapter—" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “chapter:”;

(B) by striking out “ ‘program’ " and in-
serting in lieu thereof * ‘Program’ '

fC) by striking out the semicolon al the
end of paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof a period;

(D) by striking out  ‘member’ ” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “ ‘Member' *;

(E) by striking out *; and” and inserting
in lieu thereof a period; and

(F) by striking out “ ‘advanced’ " and in-
serting in lieu thereof ** ‘Advanced’ .

(12)(A) Section 2116 is repealed.

(B) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 104 is amended by striking out
the item relating to section 2116.

(13) Section 2120 is amended by striking
out “chapter—" and inserting in lieu thereof
“chapter:”.

(14) Section 2134 is amended by striking
out the second sentence of such section.

(15) The table of chapters at the beginning
of subtitle A and the table of chapters at the
beginning of part II of such subtitle are
amended by striking out “and” in the item
relating to chapter 60 and inserting in lieu
thereof “or”.

TITLE II—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

MATTERS

PART A—ARMY
AUTHORIZED ARMY CONSTRUCTION AND LAND
ACQUISITION FROJECTS

SEC. 201. The Secretary of the Army may
acquire real property and may carry out
military construction projects in the
amounts shown for each of the following in-
stallations and locations:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES COMMAND

Fort Bragyg, North Carolina, $31,100,000.

Fort Campbell, Kentucky, $15,300,000.

Fort Carson, Colorado, $17,760,000.

Fort Devens, Massachusetts, $3,000,000.

Fort Douglas, Utah, $910,000.

Fort Drum, New York, $1,500,000.

Fort Hood, Texas, $76,050,000.

Fort Irwin, California, $27,150,000.

Fort Lewis, Washington, $35,310,000.

Fort Meade, Maryland, $£5,150,000.

Fort Ord, California, $6,150,000.

Fort Polk, Louisiana, $16,180,000.

Fort Richardson, Alaska, $940,000.

Fort Riley, Kansas, $68,700,000.

Fort Stewart, Georgia, $29,720,000.

Presidio of Monterey, California,
$1,300,000.

UNITED STATES ARMY WESTERN COMMAND
Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, $31,900,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE

COMMAND

Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana,
$5,900,000.
Fort Benning, Georgia, $21,750,000.
Fort Bliss, Texas, $40,580,000.
Fort Jackson, South Carolina, $39,190,000.
Fort Knozx, Kentucky, $4,200,000.
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, $13,550,000.
Fort Lee, Virginia, $5,930,000.
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, $12,600,000.
Fort McClellan, Alabama, $4,220,000.
Fort Rucker, Alabama, $9,650,000.
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, $25,150,000.
Fort Story, Virginia, $9,000,000.
MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
Fort Myer, Virginia, $2,750,000.
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UNITED STATES ARMY MATERIEL DEVELOPMENT
AND READINESS COMMAND

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland,
$26,400,000.

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan, $270,000.

Harry Diemond Laboratories, Maryland,
$400,000.

Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, Kansas,
$1,150,000.

Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant Lou-
isiana, £4,250,000.

Milan Army Ammunition Plant, Tennes-
see, $550,000.

Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey, $460,000.

Red River Army Depot, Texas, $1,250,000.

Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, £25,400,000.

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, $26,500,000.

Sierra Army Depot, California, $3,950,000.

White Sands Missile Range, New Mezico,
$310,000.

AMMUNITION FACILITIES

Iowa Army Ammunition Plant,
$2,000,000.

Lake City Army Ammunition Plant, Mis-
souri, $600,000.

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant,
Tezxas, $1,300,000.

Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant,
Teras, $270,000.

Milan Army Ammunition Plant, Tennes-
see, $340,000.

Radford Army Ammunition Plant, Virgin-
ia, $4,620,000.

Scranton Army Ammunition Plant, Penn-
sylvania, $1,000,000.

UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATIONS
COMMAND
Fort Huachuca, Arizona, $2,750,000.
UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY

United States Military Academy,
York, $12,840,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY HEALTH SERVICES
COMMAND
Fort Detrick, Maryland, $1,650,000.
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, $4,200,000.
CLASSIFIED PROJECT
Various Locations, £1,300,000.
OuTsIDE THE UNITED STATES
UNITED STATES ARMY, JAPAN
Okinawa, $1,400,000.
EIGHTH UNITED STATES ARMY
Korea, $59,580,000.
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS COMMAND
Kwajalein, $5,620,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES COMMAND
OVERSEAS
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, $1,550,000.
Panama, $1,460,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY, EUROPE
Europe, $19,000,000.
Germany, $286,920,000.
Italy, $2,710,000.
Turkey, $5,250,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY INTELLIGENCE AND
SECURITY COMMAND OVERSEAS
Korea, $260,000.
FAMILY HOUSING
SEC. 202. fa) The Secrelary of the Army
may construct or acquire family housing
units (including land acquisition), and ac-
quire manufactured home facilities at the
Jollowing installations, in the number of
units shown, and in the amount shown, for
each installation:
Various Locations, Alaska, six units,
$1,158,000.
Aliomanu, Hawaii, community cenlter,
£9,900,000.

Towa,
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Various Locations, Europe NATO, five
hundred units, $40,000,000.

Fort Greely, Alaska, thirty-eight units,
$5,203,000.

Fort Polk, Louisiana, two hundred units,
$15,342,000.

Fort Stewart, Georgia, two hundred and
Jorty-four units, $14,626,000.

Wildflecken, Federal Republic of Germa-
ny, one hundred and fifty-three units
£12,157,000.

Bayreuth, Federal Republic of Germany,
thirteen units, £1,132,000.

Kitzingen, Federal Republic of Germany,
one hundred and three units, $11,140,000.

Vicenza, Italy, two units, $354,000.

CONTRACTING FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS

SEC. 203. (a) The following projects author-
ized in sections 201 and 202 may be carried
out only as provided in subsection (b):

Operations Building in the amount of
$2,000,000 at Fort Carson, Colorado.

Child Care Center in the amount of
$3,000,000 at Fort Devens, Massachusetts.

Bulk Fuel Storage Facility in the amount
of $4,200,000 at Fort Hood, Texas.

Multipurpose Training Range in the
amount of $3,350,000 at Fort Hood, Texas,

Hangar Addition in the amount of
$2,800,000 at Fort Lewis, Washington.

Instrument Landing System in the
?;rnwunt of $870,000 at Fort Lewis, Washing-

Barracks in the amount of $5,900,000 at
Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana.

Infantry Remote Target Systems Ranges
in the amount of $3,000,000 at Fort Bliss,
Texas.

Physical Fitness Training Center in the
amount of $2,850,000 at Fort Bliss, Texas.

Chapel/Child Care Center in the amount
of $6,400,000 at Fort Jackson, South Caroli-
na.

Education Center in the amount of
$5,200,000 at Fort Jackson, South Carolina.

Trainee Barracks in the amount of
$26,800,000 at Fort Jackson, South Carolina.

Trainee Barracks with Dining Facilily in
the amount of $23,000,000 at Fort Sill, Okla-
homa.

Brigade Headgquarters in the amount of
$1,500,000 at Fort Huachuca, Arizona.

Bridge Repair in the amount of $4,500,000
at Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois.

Construction of Family Housing in the
amount of $40,000,000 at various North At-
lantic Treaty Organization locations in
Europe.

fb) A contract for a project listed in sub-
section (a) may be entered into only if the
Junds to be obligated for the contract are de-
rived from the total amount of funds (if
any) available from (1) the net savings from
the execution of the projects authorized by
section 201 other than those listed in subsec-
tion (a), (2) total savings from cancellations
of such projects, and (3) other sources, in-
cluding savings from projects authorized for
the Army in previous military construction
authorization Acts.

(c) Before the Secretary of the Army may
advertise for bids, or may negotiate, for a
contract described in subsection (b), the Sec-
retary shall submit a written report to the
appropriate committees of Congress certify-
ing that funds for the contract are available
in accordance with subsection (b) and iden-
tifying the source of the funds. Such a report
may not be submitled before January I,
1984.
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IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING
UNITS

SEC. 204. Subject to section 2825 of title 10,
United States Code, the Secretary of the
Army may make expendifures to improve ex-
isting military family housing units in an
amount not to exceed $102,893,000, of which
$26,623,000 is available only for energy con-
servation projects.

ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AND
CONSTRUCTION DESIGN

SEC. 205. The Secretary of the Army may
carry out architectural and engineering
services and construction design in connec-
tion with military family housing construc-
tion (including improvements), in the
amount of $6,750,000.

PROJECTS USING UNOBLIGATED PRIOR YEAR
AUTHORITY

SEC. 206. (a) The Secretary of the Army
may carry oul the following projects (for
which funds are not authorized under sec-
tion 251) as provided in subsection (b):

Unspecified Minor Consiruction projects
in the amount of $4,600,000 at various loca-
tions.

Construction projects of $1,000,000 or less
in the amount of £6,800,000 at various loca-
tions.

(b) A contract for a project listed in sub-
section (a) may be entered into using au-
thorization amounts available from ap-
proved projects authorized under title I of
any previous Military Construction Authori-
zation Act.

PArRT B—NAVY

AUTHORIZED NAVY CONSTRUCTION AND LAND
ACQUISITION PROJECTS

Sec. 211. The Secretary of the Navy may
acquire real property and may carry oul
military construction projects 1in the
amounts shown for each of the following in-
stallations and locations:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South
Carolina, $3,530,000.

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North
Carolina, $31,760,000.

Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Cali-
Jornia, $39,070,000.

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point,
North Carolina, $1,805,000.

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, Cali-
Jornia, $14,030,000.

Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay,
Hawaii, £7,900,000.

Marine Corps Air Station, New River,
North Carolina, $2,730,000.

Marine Corps Camp Detachment, Camp
Elmore, Norfolk, Virginia, $1,160,000.

Camp H. M. Smith, Oahu, Hawaii,
$2,700,000.

Marine Corps Development and Educa-
tion Command, Quantico, Virginia,
$2,570,000.

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego,
California, $10,690,000.

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, Califor-
nia, $465,000.

Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center,
Twentynine Palms, California, $25,120,000.

Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona,
$8,920,000.

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland,
$6,650,000.

Naval Station, Annapolis, Maryland,
$405,000.

Naval Space Surveillance Field Station,
Hollandale, Mississippi, $495,000.
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES ATLANTIC
FLEET

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine,
$7,800,000.

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida,
$17,670,000.

Naval Station, Charleston, South Caroli-
na, $43,150,000.

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida,
$27,435,000.

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Vir-
ginia, £9,170,000.

Naval  Station, Mayport, Florida,
$25,520,000.

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Con-
necticut, $8,200,000.

Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia,
$2,560,000.

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia,
$415,000.

Tactical Training Group, Atlantic, Virgin-
ia Beach, Virginia, $3,750,000.

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES PACIFIC
FLEET

Naval Station, Adak, Alaska, $2,970,000.

Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, Washing-
ton, $8,040,000.

Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii,
$890,000.

Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado, Cali-
fornia, $21,222,000.

Naval Air Station, Fallon, Nevada,
$11,900,000.

Naval Air Station, Lemoore, Cualifornia,
$20,920,000.

Naval Air Station, Miramar, California,
$2,020,000.

Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, Califor-
nia, $1,870,000.

Naval Air Station, North Island, Califor-
nia, $20,650,000.

Fleet Intelligence Cenler, Pacific, Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii, $990,000.

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor,
£3,350,000.

Naval Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii, $2,590,000.

Tactical Training Group, Pacific, San

Diego, California,

Hawaii,

Diego, California, $3,260,000.

Naval Station, San
$980,000.

Naval Submarine Base, San Diego, Cali-
Jfornia, $6,660,000.

Naval Station, Mare Island, Vallejo, Cali-
Jornia, $210,000.

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Wash-
ington, $3,160,000.

NAVAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING COMMAND

Naval Air Station, Chase Field, Teras,
$2,625,000.

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas,
$495,000.

Fleet Combat Training Center, Atlantic,
Dam Neck, Virginia, $12,190,000.

Naval Guided Missiles School, Dam Neck,
Virginia, $1,860,000.

Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Tezxas,
£4,830,000.

Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee,
$11,800,000.

Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi,
$610,000.

Naval Education end Training Center,
Newport, Rhode Island, $1,110,000.

Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training
Center, Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia,
$4,130,000.

Fleet Training Center, Norfolk, Virginia,
$1,120,000.

Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida,
$19,690,000.

Naval Technical Training Center, Pensa-
cola, Florida, £210,000.
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Fleet Training Center, San Diego, Califor-
nia, $10,000,000.

Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training
Center, Pacific, San Diego, California,
$14,200,000.

Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Florida,
$3,270,000.

BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY

National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda,
Maryland, $37,170,000.

Naval Regional Medical Center, Long
Beach, California, $8,370,000.

Naval Regional Medical Clinic, Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii, $8,490,000.

NAVAL MATERIEL COMMAND

Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, Cali-
fornia, $21,560,000.

David W. Taylor Naval Ship Research and
Development Center, Bethesda, Marvland,
$5,030,000.

Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, Brem-
erton, Washington, $200,000.

Naval Ordnance Test Unit, Cape Canaver-
al, Florida, $57,000,000.

Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston,
South Carolina, $15,000,000.

Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South
Carolina, $1,570,000.

Naval Air Rework Facility, Cherry Point,
North Carolina, $20,040,000.

Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, Cali-
Sfornia, $31,100,000.

Naval Weapons Station, Concord, Califor-
nia, $2,720,000.

Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren,
Virginia, $5,355,000.

Fleet Combat Direction Systems Support
Activity, Dam Neck, Virginia, $4,000,000.

Naval Weapons Station, Earle, New
Jersey, $465,000.

Naval Construction Battalion Center,
Gulfport, Mississippi, $2,960,000.

Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head,
Maryland, $1,950,000.

Naval Air Rework Facility, Jacksonville,
Florida, $2,875,000.

Naval Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Geor-
gia, $118,129,000, of which $6,019,000 may be
used to provide community impact and
planning assistance to the communities
near the submarine base.

Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst,
New Jersey, $4,195,000.

Naval Air Rework Facility, Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, $3,020,000.

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia,
£6,400,000.

Naval Coastal Systems Center, Panama
City, Florida, $670,000.

Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River,
Maryland, $10,150,000.

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii, $1,440,000.

Navy Public Works Center, Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii, $13,100,000.

Pacific Missile Test Center, Point Mugu,
California, $840,000.

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery,
Maine, $7,600,000.

Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Vir-
ginia, $8,850,000.

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton,
Washington, $7,300,000.

Naval Transmitter Facility, Republic,
Michigan, $13,000,000.

Naval Ocean Systems Center, San Diego,
California, $8,000,000.

Naval Supply Center, San Diego, Califor-
nia, $1,110,000.

Navy Public Works Center, San Francisco,
California, $220,000.
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NAVAL OCEANOGRAPHY COMMAND

Naval Oceanographic Office, Bay St
Louis, Mississippi, $6,320,000.
Fleet Numerical Oceanography Center,
Monterey, California, $6,980,000.
NAVAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMAND

Naval Communication Area Masler Sta-
tion, Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, $1,690,000.
NAVAL SECURITY GROUP COMMAND

Naval Security Group Delachment, Sugar
Grove, West Virginia, $7,400,000.
OuTsIDE THE UNITED STATES
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

Marine Corps Air Station, Iwakuni,
Japan, $750,000.

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, ATLANTIC FLEET
Naval Air Station, Bermuda, $810,000.
Naval Facility, Bermuda, $1,110,000.
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba,

$730,000.
Station, Keflavik,

Naval
$6,850,000.
Naval Station, Roosevell Roads, Puerto
Rico, $1,300,000.
Atlantic Fleet Weapons Training Facility,
Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, $1,945,000.
COMMANDER [N CHIEF, PACIFIC FLEET

Commander, U.S. Naval Forces Korea De-
tachment, Chinhae, Korea, $460,000.

Navy Support Facility, Diego Garcia,
$32,500,000.

Naval Station, Subic Bay, Republic of the
Philippines, $7,860,000.

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, NAVAL FORCES, EUROPE

Navy Personnel Support Activity, Naples,
Italy, $640,000.

Naval Support Activity,
£4,700,000.

Naval Station, Rota, Spain, $9,250,000.

Naval Air Station, Sigonella, Italy,
$19,610,000.

NAVAL OCEANOGRAPHY COMMAND

Naval Oceanography Command Center,
Rota, Spain, $980,000.
NAVAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMAND

Naval Communication Station, Harold E.
Holt, Exmouth, Australia, $3,020,000.

Naval Communication Area Master Sta-
tion Western Pacific, Guam, Mariana Is-
lands, $980,000.

Classified Location, $1,280,000.

NAVAL SECURITY GROUP COMMAND

Naval Securily Group Detachment, Guan-
tanamo Bay, Cuba, $1,700,000.
HOST NATION INFRASTRUCTURE SUPPORT
Various Locations, $2,970,000.
CONTRACTING FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS

Skc. 212, (a) The following project author-
ized in section 211 may be carried out only
as provided in subsection (b):

TRIDENT Training Facility in the
amount of $81,700,000 at the Naval Subma-
rine Base, Kings Bay, Georgia.

fb) A contract for the project in subsection
(a) may be entered into only if the funds to
be obligated for the conmtract are derived
Jrom the total amount of funds (if any)
available from (1) the net savings from the
execution of the projects authorized by sec-
tion 211, (2) total savings from cancella-
tions of such projects, and (3) other sources,
including savings from projects authorized
Jfor the Navy in previous mililary construc-
tion authorization Acts.

(c) Before the Secretary of the Navy may
advertise for bids, or may negotiate, for a
contract described in subsection (b), the Sec-
retary shall submit a written report fo the

Iceland,

Naples, Italy,
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appropriate commillees of Congress certify-
ing that funds for the contract are available
in accordance with subsection (b) and iden-
tifying the source of the funds. Such a report
may not be submiited before January 1,
1984.

FAMILY HOUSING

Sec. 213. The Secretary of the Navy may
construct or acquire family housing uniis
fincluding land acquisition), and acquire
manufactured home facilities at the follow-
ing installations, in the number of unils
shown, and in the amount shown, for each
installation:

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, Cali-
Jornia, one hundred and thirty units,
$11,666,000.

Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Cali-
JSfornia, three hundred units, $23,160,000.

Navy Public Works Center, Subic Bay, Re-
public of the Philippines, three hundred
units, $29,300,000.

IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING

UNITS

SEc. 214. Subjecl to section 2825 of title 10,
Uniled States Code, the Secretary of the
Navy may make expenditures to improve ex-
isting military family housing units in an
amount not to exceed $13,240,000, of which
$3,953,000 is available only for energy con-
servation projects.

ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AND
CONSTRUCTION DESIGN

Sec. 215. The Secretary of the Navy may
carry out architectural and engineering
services and construction design in connec-
tion with military family housing construc-
tion (including improvements) in the
amount of $7,395,000.

MODIFICATION OF LEASING LIMITATION FOR NAVAL
AIR STATION, LEMOORE, CALIFORNIA

Sec. 216. Section 2 of Public Law 92-378
(86 Stat. 530) relating to leases of lands for
agricultural and grazing purposes at the
Naval Air Station, Lemoore, California, is
amended by siriking out “160 irrigable
acres” and inserting in lieu thereof “960 ir-
rigable acres”.

MODIFICATION OF AUTHORITY FOR PROCUREMENT

OF STEAM SUPPLY FOR THE CHARLESTON NAVAL

STATION

Sec. 217. Clause (1) of section 205(a) of the
Military Construction Authorization Act
1982 (Public Law 97-99; 95 Stat. 1366), is
amended to read as follows:

“(1) construct steam lines and any other
needed facilities, or pay a connection fee, to
make use of energy generated by a waste
heat recovery facility or a process related
coal-fired cogeneration facility to be built by
the Macalloy Corporation or a successor to
ils interest; and”.

LAND ACQUISITION FOR FUTURE FAMILY HOUSING
REQUIREMENTS, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

SEC. 218. The Secretary of the Navy may
acquire up to 125 acres of real property in
San Diego, California for the surrounding
area), that the Secretary determines to be
suitable as a site or sites for future construc-
tion of military family housing for the De-
partment of the Navy. Such property may be
acquired by exchange or by purchase using
Junds derived from savings in carrying out
previously authorized projects. The Secre-
tary may acquire options on such property
as provided in section 2677(a) of title 10,
United States Code, and (notwithstanding
section 2677(b) of such title) may pay, from
Sfunds available for projects under section
2805 of title 10, United States Code, not
more than $1,000,000 for such options.
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PART C—AIR FORCE

AUTHORIZED AIR FORCE CONSTRUCTION AND
LAND ACQUISITION PROJECTS

Sec. 221. The Secretary of the Air Force
may acquire real property and may carry
out military construction projects in the
amounts shown for each of the following in-
stallations and locations:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND

Hill Air Force Base, Utah, $16,155,000.

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas, $22,5590,000.

McClellan Air Force Base, California,
$10,200,000.

Newark Air Force Station, Ohio, $800,000.

Robins Air Force Base, Georygia,

$18,780,000.
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma,
$12,560,000.
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio,
$5,923,000.
AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

Arnold Engineering Development Center,
Tennessee, $12,552,000.

Brooks Air Force Base, Texas, $10,110,000.

Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Flori-
da, $9,400,000.

Eastern Launch Site, Florida, £6,000,000.

Edwards Air Force Base, California,
$12,400,000.

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, $9,840,000.

Laurence G. Hanscom Air Force Base,
Massachuselts, $3,670,000.

Johnson Space Center, Texas, $700,000.

Los Angeles Air Force Station, California,
$2,670,000.

Patrick
$2,392,000.

Air Force Base, Florida,

AIR NATIONAL GUARD

Buckley Air National Guard Base, Colora-
do, $2,000,000.

AIR TRAINING COMMAND

Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois,
$89,210,000.

Columbus Air Force Base, Mississippi,
$2,180,000.
Goodfellow Air
$10,140,000.
Gunter Air
$6,750,000.
Keesler Air Force Base,
$24,620,000.
Lackland  Air
$10,700,000.
Lowry Air
$6,100,000.
Mather
$4,460,000.
Reese Air Force Base, Texas, $1,550,000.
San Antonio Area, Texas, $12,000,000.
Sheppard Air Force Base, Tezxas,
£16,080,000.
Vance Air Oklahoma,
$1,250,000.
Williams Air
$4,700,000.

ALASKAN AIR COMMAND

Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska,
$58,390,000.
Elmendorf Air Base, Alaska,
$12,070,000.
Galena Airport, Alaska, $13,350,000.
Shemya Air Force Base, Alaska,
$45,600,000.

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

Altus Air Force Base, Oklahoma,
$18,200,000.
Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland,
$1,786,000.

Force Base, Texas,

Force Station, Alabama,

Mississippi,

Texas,
Colorado,
Force Base, California,

Force Base,
Force Base,

Air

Force Base,

Force Base, Arizona,

Force
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Charleston Air Force Base, South Caroli-
na, $3,200,000.

Dover Air
$1,300,000.

Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mezxico,
$2,240,000.

Little Rock Air Force Base, Arkansas,
$3,120,000.

McChord Air Force Base, Washington,
$12,410,000.

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey,
$620,000.

Pope Air Force Base, North Cuaroling,
$6,500,000.

Scott Air Force Base, Illinois, $790,000.

Travis Air Force Base, California,
$1,200,000.

Force Base, Delaware,

PACIFIC AIR FORCES

Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii,
$3,150,000.
PEACEKEEPER CONSTRUCTION
Various Locations, $46,700,000.
SPACE COMMAND
NORAD Cheyenne Mountain Complez,
Colorado, $5,660,000.
Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado,
$78,700,000.
SPECIAL PROJECT
Various Locations, $24,000,000.
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND

Barksdale Air Force Bagse,
£34,970,000.

Beale Air
$5,550,000.

Blytheville Air Force Base, Arkansas,
$6,950,000.

Carswell Air Force Base, Texas, $4,110,000.

Castle Air Force Base, California,
£6,500,000.

Dyess Air Force Base, Tezas, $14,300,000.

Ellsworth Air Force Base, South Dakota,
£6,700,000.

Fairchild Air Force Base, Washington,
$24,050,000.

Forsyth Air Force Station, Montana,
$4,225,000.

Grand Forks Air Force Base, North
Dakota, $8,525,000.

Griffiss Air Force Base,
$3,450,000.

Grissom  Air
$10,330,000.

Havre Air
$4,936,000.
K. I Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan,
$40,460,000.

Loring Air Force Base, Maine, $36,400,000.

Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana,
$630,000.

March Air California,
$3,550,000.

McConnell Air Force Base, Kansas,
$2,840,000.

Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota,
$13,800,000.

Offutt Air
$39,020,000.
Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire,
$7,200,000.

Platisburgh Air Force Base, New York,
£1,765,000.

Vandenberg Air Force Base, California,
$46,002,000.

Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri,
$16,600,000.

Wurtsmith Air Force
$5,000,000.

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND

International Airport, Maine,

Louisiana,

Force Base, California,

New York,

Force Base, Indiana,

Force Station, Montana,

Force Base,

Force Base, Nebraska,

Base, Michigan,

Bangor
$10,100,000.

Bergstrom  Air
$20,310,000.

Force Base, Teras,
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Cannon Air Force Base, New Mezico,
$6,800,000.
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona,

Force Base,

Force

Force Base,

Air Force Base,

$5,850,000.
England Air Force Base, Louisiang,
$3,857,000.

George Air California,
$220,000.

Holloman Air Force Base, New Mezxico,
£20,500,000.

Homestead Air Base, Florida,
$4,060,000.

Langley Air Virginia,
$8,300,000.

Luke Air Force Base, Arizona, $9,663,000.

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida,
$6,360,000.

Moody Georygia,
$1,300,000.

Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho,
$6,590,000.

Muyrtle Beach Air Force Base, South Caro-
lina, $1,550,000.

Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada, $4,490,000.

Seymour-Johnson Air Force Base, North
Carolina, $5,240,000.

Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina,
$9,990,000.
ndall Air Force Base, Florida,
$29,040,000.

Unspecified Location, $500,000.

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY

United States Air Force Academy, Colora-

do, $10,085,000.
OuTsiDE THE UNITED STATES
AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

Ascension Island, South Atlantic Ocean,

$4,010,000.
MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND
Lajes Field, Portugal, $1,400,000.

Rhein-Main Air Base,
$1,870,000.

Germany,

PACIFIC AIR FORCES

Clark Air Base, Republic of the Philip-
pines, $8,850,000.

Diego Garcia Air Base, Indian Ocean,
$58,200,000.

Kadena Air Base, Japan, $11,260,000.

Korea, Various Locations, $5,900,000.

Kunsan Air Base, Korea, $31,013,000.

Kwang-Ju Air Base, Korea, $210,000.

Misawa Air Base, Japan, $1,700,000.

Osan Air Base, Korea, $42,150,000.

Saechon Air Base, Korea, $210,000.

Suwon Air Base, Korea, $400,000.

Taegu Air Base, Korea, $2,750,000.

Yokota Air Base, Japan, $1,250,000.

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND

Andersen Air Force Base,
$24,710,000.

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND

Howard Air Force Base, Canal Zone,
$613,000.
UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE
Camp New Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
$2,050,000.
Germany, Various Locations, $52,954,000.
Italy, Various Locations, $30,430,000.
Morocco, Various Locations, $28,000,000.
Oman, Various Locations, $28,600,000.
Spain, Various Localions, $6,832,000.
Turkey, Various Locations, $73,220,000.
United Kingdom, Various Locations,
$46,580,000.
Various Locations, $70,180,000.
CONTRACTING FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS

SEc. 222. (a) The following projects author-
ized in section 221 may be carried out only
as provided in subsection (c):

Non-Destruct Inspection Facility in the
amount of £5,900,000 and Depot Production

Guam,
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Support Facility in the amount of $3,500,000
at McClellan Air Force Base, California.

Alter Unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel
Housing in the amount of $1,450,000 at
Robins Air Force Base,

Alter F-107 Engine Facility in the amount
of £420,000; Combat Communications Head-
quarters in the amount of $2,150,000; and
Communications Electronic Installation
Facility in the amount of $960,000 at Tinker
Air Force Base, Oklahoma.

Fire Protection-Bulk Fuel Farm in the
amount of $382,000 at Arnold Engineering
Development Center, Tennessee.

RAPCON/CCF Facility in the amount of
$490,000 at Edwards Air Force Base, Califor-
nia.

Central Heat Flant in the amount of
$759,000,000 at Chanute Air Force Base, IUi-
nois.

PMEL Laboratory in the amount of
£530,000 at Columbus Air Force Base, Mis-
sissippi.

Alter Electrical Distribution System in the
amount of $1,600,000 and Voice Processing
Training Facility in the amount of
$7,800,000 at Goodfellow Air Force Base,
Texas.

Unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel Hous-
ing/Senior NCO Academy in the amount of
$5,000,000 at Gunter Air Force Station, Ala-
bama.

Computer Training Facility in the
amount of $11,900,000 and Unaccompanied
Enlisted Personnel Housing with Dining
Hall in the amount of $6,400,000 at Keesler
Air Force Base, Mississippi.

Chapel in the amount of $2,900,000 at
Lackland Air Force Base, Texas.

Academic Classroom (Weapons) in the
amount of £6,100,000 at Lowry Air Force
Base, Colorado.

Gymnasium in the amount of $3,180,000
at Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas.

Addition to EMCS in the amount of
$2,000,000 at Williams Air Force Base, Ari-
zona.

Composite Operations in the amount of
$3,700,000 and Composite Support Facility
in the amount of $5,700,000 at Galena Air-
port, Alaska.

Composite Wing Facility in the amount of
£3,200,000 at Charleston Air Force Base,
South Carolina.

Base Transportation Complexr in the
amount of $3,700,000 at Pope Air Force
Base, North Carolina.

Upgrade Power Plants ADWS in the
amount of $710,000 at Carswell Air Force
Base, Texas.

Unaccompanied Enlisted Personnel Hous-
ing in the amount of £8,500,000; Dining Hall
in the amount of $3,730,000; Alter Consoli-
dated Base Personnel Office in the amount
of £1,100,000; and Alter Unaccompanied En-
listed Personnel Housing in the amount of
$5,000,000 at Fairchild Air Force Base,
Washington.

Add to and alter Vehicle Maintenance
Shop in the amount of $1,030,000; Dining
Hall in the amount of $3,200,000; and Mili-
tary Personnel Support Center in the
amount of $5,600,000 at Grissom Air Force
Base, Indiana.

Heating Plant Addition in the amount of
£35,000,000 at K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base,
Michigan.

Unaccompanied Officer Personnel Hous-
ing in the amount of $4,000,000 at Offutt Air
Force Base, Nebraska.

Base Civil Engineer Mainienance Com-
plex in the amount of $7,200,000 at Pease
Air Force Base, New Hampshire.
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Alter Heal Plant in the amount of
$1,800,000; Unaccompanied Enlisted Person-
Housing in the amount of $8,600,000;
Dining Hall in the amount of $3,300,000;
and Vehicle Maintenance Shop in the
amount of $2,900,000 at Whiteman Air Force
Base, Missouri.

Base Support Center in the amount of
$6,500,000; Composite Wing Facility in the
amount of $1,280,000; Education Center in
the amount of $2,750,000; and Alter Base En-
trance/Land Acguisition in the amount of
$3,000,000 at Bergstrom Air Force Base,
Texas.

Consolidated Support Center in the
amount of $6,800,000 at Cannon Air Force
Base, New Mexico.

Aircraft Maintenance Hangar in the
amount of $7,700,000; Munitions Storage in
the amount of $3,700,000; add to Aircraft
Maintenance Unit in the amount of
$600,000; add to Engine Inspection and
Repair in the amount of $1,000,000; Aircrast
Corrosion Control in the amount of
$1,400,000; alter Unaccompanied Enlisted
Personnel Housing in the amount of
$3,100,000; and Airmen Dining Hall in the
amount of $3,000,000 at Holloman Air Force
Base, New Mezxico.

Unaccompanied Officer Personnel Hous-
ing in the amount of $4,600,000; Unaccom-
panied Enlisted Personnel Housing in the
amount of $4,500,000; Civil Engineer Sci-
ence Lab in the amount of $4,650,000; Edu-
cation Center in the amount of $2,000,000;
and Base Support Cenler in the amount of
:&soa.aoo at Tyndall Air Force Base, Flori-

(b) The following advance payment to the
Secretary of Transportation for consiruc-
tion of defense access roads under section
210 of title 23, United States Code, may be
?a}nied out only as provided in subsection

c/.

Access Roads/Widen Tippacanoe Avenue
Bridge in the amount of $6,400,000 at
Norton Air Force Base, California.

fe) A contract for a project listed in sub-
section (a) may be enlered into and the ad-
vance payment listed in subsection (b) may
be made only if the funds to be obligated for
the coniract or advance payment are de-
rived from the total amount of funds rif
any/) available from (1) the net savings from
the erecution of the projects authorized by
section 221 other than those listed in subsec-
tion fa), (2) total savings from cancellations
of such projects, and (3) other sources, in-
cluding savings from projects authorized for
the Air Force in previous military construc-
tion authorization Acts.

(d) Before the Secretary of the Air Force
may advertise for bids, or may negotiate, for
a contract described in subsection (a) or
make the advance paymenl under subsec-
tion (bJ), the Secretary shall submil a written
report to the appropriale commitllees of

certifying that funds for the con-

tract or advance paymen! are available in

accordance with subsection (c) and identify-

ing the source of the funds. Such a report

}r;c;: not be submitted before January 1,
FAMILY HOUSING

Sec. 223. The Secretary of the Air Force
may construct or acquire family housing
units (including land acquisition), and ac-
quire manwfactured home facilities at the
Sfollowing installations, in the number of
units shown, and in the amount shown, for
each installation’

Lajes Field, Portugal, one hundred and
JSirty units, $12,262,000.

Havre Air Force Station, Montana, five
units, $496,000.
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Forsyth Air Force Station, Montana, fifty
units, $4,000,000.

Camp New Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
fifty units, $5,218,000.

RAF Upper Heyford, United Kingdom,
three hundred units, $33,982,000.

RAF Greenham Common, United King-
dom, two hundred and fifty unils,
$24,246,000.

IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING

UNITS

SEc. 224. (a) Subject to section 2825 of title
10, United States Code, the Secretary of the
Air Force may make exrpenditures to im-
prove eristing military family housing units
in an amount not to exceed $63,161,000, of
which $10,877,000 is available only for
energy conservation projects.

fb) Within the amount specified in subsec-
tion (a), the Secretary of the Air Force may,
notwithstanding the marimum amount per
unit prescribed in section 2825(b) of title 10,
United States Code, carry oul projects to im-
prove exristing military family housing units
at the following installations, in the number
of units shown, and in the amount shown,
Jor each installation:

Carswell Air Force Base, Texas, two hun-
dred and three units, $7,477,500.

Kadena Air Base, Japan, three hundred
and forty-two units, $20,586,200.
ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AND

CONSTRUCTION DESIGN

Sec. 225. The Secretary of the Air Force
may carry out architectural and engineer-
ing services and construction design in con-
jection with military family housing con-
struction (including improvements), in the
amount of $5,000,000.

PART D—DEFENSE AGENCIES

AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS AND LAND
ACQUISITION FOR THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SEec. 231. The Secretary of Defense may ac-
quire real property and may carry out mili-
tary construction projects in the amounts
shown for each of the following installations
and locations:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Fuel Support Point, Adak, Alaska,
$14,200,000.

Defense Property Disposal Office, Anchor-
age, Alaska, $2,500,000.

Defense Fuel Support Point, Ozol, Califor-
nia, $1,100,000.

Defense Fuel Support Point, Long Beach,
California, $42,100,000.

Defense  Depot, Tracy,
$480,000.

Defense Property Disposal Office, Vanden-
berg, California, $880,000.

Defense Property Disposal Office, Colora-
do Springs, Colorado, $810,000.

Defense Fuel Support Point, Escanaba,
Michigan, $1,000,000.

Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee,
$750,000.

Defense Property Disposal Office, San An-
tonio, Texas, $500,000.

Defense Property Disposal Office, Tooele,

Utah, $420,000.
Defense rty Disposal Office, Norfolk,
Office, Fort

California,

Prope
Virginia, $940,000.
Defense Properly Disposal
Lewis, Washington, $650,000.
DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY

Hydrographic/Topographic Center, Brook-
mont, Maryland, $1,830,000.

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY
Fort Meade, Maryland, $31,000,000.
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Classified Activity, Fort Belvoir, Virginia,
£3,000,000.

Defense Systems Management College,
Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $4,700,000.

Presidio of Monterey, California,
$28,100,000.

DEFENSE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE
Fort Holabird, Maryland, $210,000.
DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY

Armed Forces Radiobiology Instifute, Be-
thesda, Maryland, $10,900,000.

DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY
Pentagon Building, Virginia, $1,000,000.
OuTsIDE THE UNITED STATES
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Property Disposal Office, Hanau,
Germany, $1,300,000.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
Johnston Island, $600,000.
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Classified Location, $10,000,000.
NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY

Classified Location, $21,550,000.

Classified Location, $£25,200,000.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DEPENDENTS SCHOOLS

Ansbach, Germany, $4,800,000.

Baumholder, Germany, $1,200,000.

Darmstadt, Germany, $£6,000,000.

Giessen, Germany, $6,040,000.

Spangdahlem Air Base,
$6,350,000.

Wildflecken, Germany, $5,200,000.

Comiso, Italy, $12,990,000.

Vicenza, Italy, $2,310,000.

Lajes Field, Portugal, $4,590,000,

Zaragoza Air Force Base, Spain, $680,000.

Incirlik Air Base, Turkey, $5,800,000,

RAF Greenham Common, Uniled King-
dom, $12,770,000.

RAF  Lakenheath, United Kingdom,
$1,120,000.

RAF  Wethersfield, United Kingdom,
$2,832,000.

Classified Location, £9,690,000.

FAMILY HOUSING

SEc. 232. The Secretary of Defense may
construct or acquire family housing units
fincluding land acquisition), and acquire
manufactured home facilities at the follow-
ing installations, in the number of units
shown, and in the amount shown, for each
installation:

Classified Locations, eleven
$1,210,000.

IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING

UNITS

SEC. 233. Subject to section 2825 of title 10,
United States Code, the Secrelary of Defense
may make expendifures to improve exristing
military family housing units in an amount
not to exceed $35,000.

PART E—NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY
ORGANIZATION INFRASTRUCTURE
AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE TO
MAKE CONTRIBUTIONS

Sec. 241. The Secretary of Defense may
make contributions for the North Atlantic
Trealy Organization Infrastructure pro-
gram as provided in section 2806 of title 10,
United States Code, in an amount not to
exceed the amount authorized to be appro-
priated in section 255.

AUTHORITY TO USE UNOBLIGATED PRIOR YEAR

AUTHORITY FOR CONTINGENCY CONSTRUCTION

Sec. 242. (a) The Secretary of Defense may
carry outl contingency construction projects

Germany,

units,
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in fiscal year 1984 under section 2804 of title
10, United States Code, as provided in sub-
section (b) in an amount not to exceed
$16,000,000.

fb) A contract for a project entered into
under the authority of subsection (a) may be
entered into using authorization amounis
available from Defense Agency contingency
construction funds authorized under any
previous Military Construction Authoriza-
tion Act.

PART F—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
AND RECURRING ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, ARMY

Sec. 251. fa) Funds are hereby authorized
to be appropriated for fiscal years beginning
after September 30, 1983, for military con-
struction, land acquisition, and military
Jamily housing functions of the Department
of the Army in the total amount of
$2,426,173,000 as follows:

f1) For projects authorized by section 201
that are to be carried out inside the United
States, $564,980,000.

f2) For projects authorized by section 201
that are to be carried out outside the United
States, $362,950,000.

(3) For unspecified minor construction
projects under section 2805 of title 10,
United States Code, $27,400,000.

f4) For architectural and engineering serv-
ices and construction design under section
2807 of title 10, United States Code,
$188,000,000.

f5) For military family housing func-
tions—

fA) for construction and acquisition of
military family housing and facilities, in-
cluding minor construction, improvements
to eristing military family housing units
and facilities, relocation of military family
housing units under section 2827 of title 10,
United States Code, and architectural and
engineering services and construction
design, as authorized by title I, $165,655,000;

(B) for support of military family housing
fincluding operating erpenses, leasing ex-
penses, maintenance of real property ex-
penses, payments of principal and interest
on mortgage debts incurred, payments of
mortgage insurance premiums authorized
under section 222 of the National Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715m)), $1,117,188,000, not
more than $86,258,000 of which may be obli-
gated or expended for the leasing of military
Samily housing units in foreign countries.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, NAVY

SEc, 252, Funds are hereby authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal years beginning
after September 30, 1983, for military con-
struction, land acquisition, and military
Samily housing functions of the Department
of Navy in the total amount of
$1,741,483,000 as follows:

(1) For projects authorized by section 211
that are to be carried out inside the Uniled
States, $851,751,000.

(2) For projects authorized by section 211
that are to be carried out outside the United
States, $96,705,000.

(3) For unspecified minor construction
projects under section 2805 of title 10,
United States Code, $22,000,000.

(4) For architectural and engineering serv-
ices and construction design under section
2807 of title 10, United States Code,
$115,600,000.

(5) For advances to the Secretary of Trans-
portation for construction of defense access
roads under section 210 of title 23, United
States Code, $900,000.

(6) For military family housing func-
tions—
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fA) for construction and acguisifion of
military family housing and facilities, in-
cluding minor construction, improvements
to eristing military family housing unils
and facilities, relocation of mililary family
housing units under section 2827 of title 10,
United States Code, and architectural and
engineering services and consiruction
design, as authorized by title II, $74,961,000;
and

(B) for support of military family housing
fincluding operaling exrpenses, ng ex-
penses, maintenance of real property ex-
penses, payments of principal and interest
on mortgage debls incurred, payments of
mortgage insurance premiums authorized
under section 222 of the Nalional Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715m)), $579,566,000, of
which not more than $149,000 may be obli-
gated or expended for the leasing of military
Jamily housing units in the Uniled States,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and
Guam, and not more than $18,063,000 may
be obligated or expended for the leasing of
military family housing units in foreign
countries.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, AIR FORCE

Sec. 253. Funds are hereby authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal years beginning
after September 30, 1983, for military con-
struction, land acquisition, and military
JSamily housing functions of the Department
of the Air Force in the lotal amount of
$2,428,908,000 as follows:

f1) For projects authorized by section 221
that are to be carried out inside the United
States, $841,234,000;

f2) For projects authorized by section 221
that are to be carried out outside the United
States, $511,586,000;

(3) For unspecified minor construction
projects under section 2805 of title 10,
United States Code, $19,000,000;

f4) For architectural and engineering serv-
ices and construction design under section
2807 of title 10, United States Code,
$147,000,000;

(5) For advances to the Secretary of Trans-
portation for construction of defense access
roads under section 210 of title 23, United
States Code, $3,250,000;

(6) For military family housing func-
tions—

(4) for construction and acquisition of
military family housing and facilities, in-
cluding minor construction, improvements
to eristing military family housing unils
and facilities, relocation of military family
housing units under section 2827 of title 10,
United States Code, and architectural and
engineering services and construction
design, as authorized by part C,
$136,111,000; and

(B) for support of military family housing
fincluding operating erpenses, leasing ex-
penses, maintenance of real properly ex-
penses, payments of principal and interest
on mortgage debts incurred, payments of
mortgage insurance premiums authorized
under section 222 of the National Housing
Aet (12 U.S.C. 1715mJ)), $770,727,000, of
which not more than $492,000 may be obli-
gated or expended for the leasing of military
family housing units in the Uniled States,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and
Guam, and not more than $56,438,000 may
be obligated or expended for the leasing of
military family housing units in foreign
countries.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, DEFENSE
AGENCIES
SEec, 254. Funds are hereby authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal years beginning
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after September 30, 1983, for military con-
struction, land acquisition, and military
Sfamily housing functions of the Department
of Defense (other than the mililary depart-
ments), in the total amount of $341,836,000
as follows:

(1) For projects authorized by section 231
that are to be carried outl inside the United
States, $143,070,000.

f2) For projects authorized by section 231
that are to be carried outl outlside the United
States, $126,022,000.

f3) For unspecified minor construction
projects under section 2805 aof title 10,
United States Code, $4,000,000.

fd) For construction projects under the
conlingency consitruction authority of the
Secretary of Defense under section 2804 of
title 10, Uniled States Code, $16,000,000.

(5) For architectural and engineering serv-
ices and construction design under section
2807 of title 10, United States Code,
$33,000,000.
t_rs) For military family housing func-

10Nns—

fA) for construction and acquisition of
military family housing and facilities, in-
cluding minor construction, improvements
to erxisting military family housing units
and facilities, relocation of military family
housing units under section 2827 of title 10,
United States Code, and architectural and
engineering services and construction
design, as authorized by part D, $1,245,000;
and

(B) for support of military family housing
fincluding operating erpenses, leasing ex-
penses, maintenance of real properly ex-
penses, payments of principal and interest
on mortgage debts incurred, paymenis of
mortgage insurance premiums authorized
under section 222 of the National Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715mJ)), $18,498,000, of which
not more than $15,231,000 may be obligated
or erpended for the leasing of military
family housing units in foreign countries.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, NATO

SEcC. 255. Funds are hereby authorized lo
be appropriated for fiscal years beginning
after September 30, 1983, for contributions
by the Secretary of Defense under section
2806 of title 10, United States Code, for the
share of the United States of the cost of con-
struction projects for the North Atlantic
Trealy Organization Infrastructure pro-
gram as authorized by part E, $150,000,000.

PART TOTAL LIMITATION ON COST VARIATIONS

Sec. 256. Notwithstanding the cost vari-
ations authorized by section 2853 of title 10,
United States Code, and any other cost vari-
ation authorized by law, the total cost of all
projects, excluding projects contained in sec-
tions 203, 212, and 222, carried oul under
each of parts A, B, C, and D may not exceed
the total amount authorized under sections
251, 252, 253, and 254, respectively, to be ap-
propriated for the military department con-
cerned or the Secretary of Defense, as the
case may be.

EXPIRATION OF AUTHORIZATIONS. EXTENSION OF
CERTAIN PREVIOUS AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 257. (a)(1) Except as provided in
paragraph (2), all authorizations contained
in parts A, B, C, D, and E for military con-
struction projects, land acquisition, !amtly
housing projects, and contributions
NATO Infrastructure, and all authorim—
tions of appropriations therefor contlained
in sections 251 through 255, expire on Octo-
ber 1, 1985, ormdatequemctnwntqf
the Military Construction Authorization Act
Jor fiscal year 1986, whichever is later.
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(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) do not
apply to authorizations for military con-
struction projects, land acquisition, family
housing projects, and contributions to
NATO Infrastructure, land acquisition, and
authorizetions of appropriations for such
projects, for which appropriated funds have
been obligated before October 1, 1985, or the
date of the enactment of the Military Con-
struction Authorization Act for fiscal year
1986, whichever is later, for construction
contracts or land acquisition.

fb) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 606 of the Military Construction Au-
thorization Act, 1983 (Public Law 87-321, 96
Stat. 1549), authorizations for the following
item authorized in section 101 of the Mili-
tary Construction Authorization Act, 1982
(Public Law 97-99, 95 Stat 1359), shall
remain in effect until October 1, 1984, or the
date of enactment of the Military Construc-
tion Authorization Act for fiscal year 1985,
whichever is later:

Solid Waste Incinerator construction in
the amount of $4,100,000 at Fort Dix, New
Jersey.

fc) Notwithstanding the provisi of sec-
tion 606 of the Military Construction Au-
thorization Act, 1983 (Public Law 97-321, 96
Stat. 1549), authorization for the following
items authorized in section 201 of the Mili-
tary Construction Authorizalion Act, 1982
(Public Law 97-99, 95 Stat. 1359), shall
remain in effect until October 1, 1984, or the
date of enactment of the Military Construc-
tion Authorization Act for fiscal year 1985,
whichever is later:

f1) Crane and Equipment Maintenance
Shop in the amount of £13,600,000 at the
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston,
South Carolina.

f2) Steam Plant in the amount of
$150,000,000 at the Puget Sound Naval Ship-
yard, Bremerton, Washington.

(3) Aircraft Parking Apron in the amount
of $3,200,000 at the Naval Air Station,
Oceana, Virginia.

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 606 of the Military Consiruction Au-
thorization Act, 1983 (Public Law 97-321, 96
Stat. 1549), authorization for the following
item authorized in section 201 of the Mili-
tary Construction Authorization Act, 1981
fPublic Law 96-418, 94 Stat. 1749), and ex-
tended in section 606(d) of the Military Con-
struction Authorization Act, 1983 (Public
Law 97-321, 96 Stat. 1549), shall remain in
effect until October 1, 1984, or the date of en-
actment of the Military Construction Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1985, which-
ever is later:

Nautilus Memorial in the amount of
$1,930,000 at the Naval Submarine Base,
New London, Connecticul

fe) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 606 of the Military Construction Au-
thorization Act, 1983 (Public Law 97-321, 96
Stat. 1549), authorization for the following
items authorized in section 201 of the Mili-
tary Construction Authorization Act, 1980
fPublic Law 96-125, 93 Stat 928), and ex-
tended in section 705(d) of the Military Con-
struction Authorization Act 1982 (Public
Law 97-95, 95 Stat. 1359), shall remain in
effect until October 1, 1984, or the date of en-
actment of the Military Construction Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1985, which-
ever is later:

(1) Industrial Waste Collection and Treat-
ment construction in the amount of
$6,500,000 at the Long Beach Naval Ship-
vard, Long Beach, California.

(2) Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Addition
in the amount of $1,500,000 at the Naval Air
Facility, Sigonella, Italy.
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ESTABLISHMENT OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS REQUIRED
TO BE SPECIFIED BY LAW

SEcC. 258. For projects or contracts initiat-
ed during the period beginning on October
1, 1983, and ending on the date of the enact-
ment of the Military Construction Authori-
zation Act for fiscal year 1985 or October 1,
1984, whichever 1is later, the following
amounts apply:

(1) The maximum amount for an unspeci-
fied minor military construction project
under seclion 2805 of title 10, United States
Code, is $1,000,000.

f2) The amount of a contract for architec-
tural and engineering services or construc-
tion design that makes such a contract sub-
ject to the reporting requirement under sec-
tion 2807 of title 10, United States Code, is
$300,000.

(3) The mazimum amount per unit for an
improvement project for family housing
units under section 2825 of title 10, United
States Code, is $30,000.

(4} The marimum annual rental for a
Sfamily housing unil leased in the United
States, Puerto Rico, or Guam under section
2828(b) of title 10, United States Code, is
$6,000.

(5)(A) The marimum annual rental for a
family housing unit leased in a foreign
country under section 2828(c) of title 10,
United States Code, is $16,800.

{B) The maximum number of family hous-
ing units that may be leased at any one time
in foreign countries under section 2828(c) of
title 10, United States Code, is 29,000.

(6) The marximum rental per year for
Jamily housing facililies, or for real proper-
ty related to family housing facilities, leased
in a foreign country under section 2828(f) of
title 10, United States Code, is $250,000.

EFFECTIVE DATE FOR PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 259. Parts A, B, C, D, and E of this
title shall take effect on October 1, 1983.

PART G—GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES
FACILITIES

AUTHORIZATION FOR FACILITIES

SEec. 261. There are authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal years beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 1983, for the costs of acquisition,
architectural and engineering services, and
construction of facilities for the Guard and
Reserve Forces, and for contributions there-
Jor, under chapter 133 of title 10, United
States Code (including the cost of acquisi-
tion of land for those facilities) the follow-
ing amounts:

(1) For the Department of the Army—

fA) for the Army National Guard of the
United States £59,300,000; and

fB) for the Army Reserve, $54,700,000.

f2) For the Department of the Navy, for
the Naval and Marine Corps Reserves,
$26,810,000.

(3) For the Department of the Air Force—

fA) for the Air National Guard of the
United States, $78,900,000; and

fB) for the Air Force Reserve, $41,200,000.

PART H—GENERAL PROVISIONS

ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AND
CONSTRUCTION DESIGN

SEc. 271. Subsection (a) of section 2807 of
title 10, United States Code is amended—

f1) by deleting “such purposes” the first
time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“military construction and military family
housing’; and

f2) by inserting “, family housing projects,
and projects undertaken in connection with
the authority provided under section 2854 of
this title,” in the first sentence after
“projects”.
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SMALL BUSINESS SET-ASIDE FOR ARCHITECTURAL
AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AND CONSTRUC-
TION DESIGN

SEc. 272. Section 2855 af title 10, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting “fa)” before “Contracts”
at the beginning of such section; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection:

“fb) Contracts for services and construc-
tion design referred to in subsection (o) that
are for less than $85,000 shall be reserved for
and awarded to small business concerns (as
defined in section 3 of the Small Business
Act) if the Secretary concerned determines
that there are at least two small business
concerns qualified to perform such services
or design. Such contracts that are for
$85,000 or more shall be open to all firms
qualified to provide the services or design
work required.”.

REQUIREMENT WITH RESPECT TO FAMILY
HOUSING CONSTRUCTED IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES

SEcC. 273. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall
require the use of manufactured or factory
built housing for all military family housing
constructed in any foreign country after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) Subsection fa) shall not apply to the
two housing units authorized by this Act to
be constructed by the Army at Vicenza,
Italy.

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION FOR MOVING LANDFILL
NEAR LANGLEY AIR FORCE BASE

Sec. 274. The Secretary of the Air Force
may coniribute, as the fair share of the
United States, a sum equal to not more than
50 percent of the cost of moving the existing
landfill adjacent to Langley Air Force Base,
Langley, Virginia, to a new location, but
may not contribule more than $£3,750,000.
The Secretary may not make any contribu-
tion under this section unless the new loca-
tion of the landfill meets the minimum
standards for the location of landfills on or
near airport facilities prescribed by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration in Order
Number 5200.5 (Guidance Concerning Sani-
tary Landfills on or Near Airporis).

(b) The Secretary shall obtain such assur-
ances as he determines necessary (including
the execution of covenants and easements)
to ensure that the present landfill location,
adjacent to Langley Air Force Base, will be
used in the future only in a manner compat-
ible with the Air Installation Compatible
Use Zone (AICUZ) for Langley Air Force
Base.

IMPACT ASSISTANCE FOR AREAS AFFECTED BY THE
DEPLOYMENT OF THE MX MISSILE

Sec. 275. Section 802 of the Military Con-
struction Authorization Act, 1981 (10 U.S.C.
139 note), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by inserting “MX Missile System sites,
communities located near” before “the East
Coast Trident Base” the first time il ap-
pears; and

(B) by striking out “East Coast Trident
Base" the second time il appears and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “MX Missile System or
the East Coast Trident Base, as the case
may be,’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by strikng out “East Coast Trident
Base” in paragraph (1)(C) and inserting in
lieu thereof “MX Missile System site or the
East Coast Trident Base, as the case may
be”; and

fB) by striking out “East Coast Trident
Base” in paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu
thereof “"MX Missile System sites or the East
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Coast Trident Base, as the case may be’;

and

(3) in subsection (d), by inserting “MX
Missile System deployment program and
the” before “East Coast Trident Base”.

LAND CONVEYANCE, VENTURA COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA

SEC. 276. (a) Subject to subsection (b), the
Secretary of the Navy (hereinafter in this
section referred to as the “Secretary”) shall
convey to the Oxnard Harbor Districl, a spe-
cial district of the State of California, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to a tract of land, together with the
improvements on such land, located in the
City of Port Hueneme in the County of Ven-
tura, California, consisting of the Uniled
States Navy Wharf Number 2 and approxi-
mately 18.546 acres and more particularly
described in the Official Records on file in
the Office of the County Recorder of the
County of Ventura, California, in Book 665,
page 349.

fb) In consideraltion for the conveyance
under subsection fa), the Oznard Harbor
District shall pay to the United States an
amount equal to the appraised fair market
value of the property to be conveyed (as de-
termined by the Secretary).

(c) The exact acreage and legal description
of the property to be conveved under this
section shall be determined by surveys that
are satisfactory to the Secretary. The cost of
any such survey shall be borne by the
Oznard Harbor District

(d) The Secretary may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions with respect to
the conveyance under this section as the
Secrelary considers appropriate to protect
the interests of the United States.

fe) In the event of a war or a national
emergency declared by the Congress or a na-
tional emergency declared by the President
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and upon a determination by the Secretary
of Defense that the property conveyed under
subsection (a) is necessary or would be
useful for military or other national defense
purposes, the United States shall have the
right, upon payment to the Oznard Harbor
District of just compensation, to reenter
upon the property and use the property or
any part of it, including any and all im-
provements made thereon, for the duration
of the war or emergency plus six months.

SALE AND REPLACEMENT OF REAL PROPERTY

SEc. 277. (a) Chapter 169 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by adding af the
end of Subchapter I the following new sec-
tion.

“§ 2809. Sale and replacement of real proper-
ty

“fa) The purpose of this section is to
permit the sale of real property under the
control of the Department of Defense, and to
provide for the effective and efficient re-
placement of Defense functions displaced
thereby. To facilitate this purpose, there is
hereby established on the books of the De-
partment of the Treasury the Department of
Defense Facilities Replacement Manage-
ment Account (hereinafter in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘management account’),
which shall be administered by the Secretary

the Defense as a single accountk

“(b)(1) The Secretary of Defense, subject to
subsections (¢) through (g), may propose to
the Congress transactions consisting of (4)
the sale of any real property under the con-
trol of the Department of Defense, excluding
public domain lands, property which can be
considered excess under the provisions of
the Federal Property and Administrative
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Services Act of 1949, and propertly deler-
mined by the Secretary of the Interior, in ac-
cordance with section 203(k)(2) of the Feder-
al Property and Administralive Services Act
of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484(k)(2)) to be suitable
for use as a public park or recrealion area,
and (B) such land acquisition, construction
of replacement facilities, and relocations as
may be required to insure efficient and effec-
tive continuity of defense functions.

“r2) All tran tions prop d under this
authority shall be authorized under a sepa-
rate title of the annual military construc-
tion Act.

“f3) The authority to sell real property
conferred by this section shall be in addilion
to any authority conferred by any other law,
including the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949.

“fe) All transactions proposed pursuant to
subsection (B)—

“(1) shall consist of a description of the
property to be sold, its specific location, and
estimate of its fair market value, an expla-
nation of the need for any replacement prop-
erty or facilities, an estimale of replacement
or relocation costs, a schedule of exrpected
payments, and a schedule of the anticipated
proceeds to be realized from the sale;

“r2) shall be accomplished using competi-
tive bid procedures or qualified contract
realty brokers to the extent feasible;

“(3) shall not be entered into unless the
property to be conveyed will be sold for at
least the equivalent of its fair market value;

“f4) shall not be entered into unless the es-
timated proceeds from the sale of such prop-
erty exceeds the amount of the costs set forth
in subsection le);

“(5) shall not be entered into unless the ac-
tivities intended to be performed in the re-
placement facilities are substentielly simi-
lar in characcter or nature to those per-
Jformed in the property lo be sold; and

“(6) shall not be proposed to the Congress
until the Secretary of Defense has first noti-
fied the Secretary of the Interior in wriling
of the proposed sale and the Secretary of the
Interior has determined whether the proper-
ty proposed to be sold is suitable for use as a
public park or recreation area. The Secre-
tary of the Interior shall notify the Secretary
of Defense in writing of his determination
not later than 60 days after his receipt of the
notification made by the Secretary of De-
Sfense.

“td) The sale of any real property pursu-
ant to this section shall be conducted by the
Administrator of General Services. The Ad-
ministrator may sell such property upon
such credit terms and financial conditions
as he and the Secretary of Defense may agree
upon. The Administrator shall execute such
documents for the transfer of title and take
such other actions as he deems necessary
and proper to dispose of such property
under the provisions of this section. The Ad-
ministrator shall receive reimbursement for
erpenses incurred in making such sales in
accordance with subsection (e)(1).

“(e) The Secretary of Defense may, to the
extent provided for in appropriations Acts,
obligate a portion of the proceeds from any
sale made under the authority of subsection
fb) fincluding bonded pr ds contracted
Jor in any sales agreement) to pay—

“(1) all expenses incident to such sale;

“r2) the reasonable and necessary costs of
land acquisition and the construction of re-
placement facilities incident to such sale;

and

“(3) the reasonable relocation erpenses
made necessary by the sale.

“(f)(1) Ninety-five percent of the proceeds
remaining from any sale made under the au-
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thority of subsection (bJ), after subtracting
the applicable costs described in subsection
fe), shall be covered into the Treasury.

“f2) Five percent of the proceeds remain-
ing from any sale made under the authority
of subsection (b), after subtracting applica-
ble costs described in subsection (e), shall be
credited to the management account, which
may be used for—

“f4) advances, where necessary to meet ex-
penses of authorized transactions prior to
the receipt of proceeds, and

“(B) advanced planning, design, and other
erpenses related to future proposed transac-
tions.

“f3) Any unobligated moneys in the man-
agement account at the end of a fiscal year
in excess of $50,000,000 or in excess of any
lesser amount determined by the Secretary
of Defense to be sufficient for the purpose of
this section, shall be covered into the Treas-
Ury.

“fg) The Secretary of Defense and the Ad-
ministrator of General Services are author-
ized to issue regulations as appropriale to
implement this section.”.

(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
aled to the Defense Facilities Management
Account, for purposes of initial capitaliza-
tion, such amounts as may be necessary not
to exceed $50 million.

fc) The table of sections at the beginning
of subchapter I of chapter 169 of such title is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Sfollowing new item.

“2809. Sale and replacement of real proper-
ty. h.

AUTHORITY FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY TO

ACQUIRE LAND FROM THE CITY OF LOS ANGE-
LES, CALIFORNIA

Sec. 278. The Secretary of the Navy may
acquire approzimately 55 acres of land from
the City of Los Angeles at a cost not to
exceed $750,000.

PROHIBITION ON THE ACQUISITION OF ADDITIONAL
LANDS AT BRUNSWICK NAVAL AIR STATION

Sec. 279. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary of the Navy may
not initiate any action after the date of the
enactment of this Act, or complete any
action commenced before such date, lo ac-
quire any land adjacent to or in the vicinity
of Brunswick Naval Air Station, Brunswick,
Maine, in connection with the Air Installa-
tion Compatible Use zone program for such
air station without the consent of the
owners of the property to be acquired.

TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

MATTERS

PART A—NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS,
FiscaL YEAR 1983

OPERATING EXPENSES

Sec. 301. Funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Department of Energy for
Jfiscal year 1983 for operating expenses in-
curred in carrying out national security
programs (including scientific research and
development in support of the Armed Forces,
strategic and critical materials necessary
Jor the common defense, and military appli-
cations of nuclear energy and related man-
agement and support activities) as follows:

(1) For naval reactors development pro-
gram, $331,760,000 including $9,660, 000 for
program management.

(2) For weapons activilies, $2,765,491,000
to be allocated as follows:

fA) For research and development
$644,600,000.

{B) For weapons testing, £420,400,000.
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fC) For the defense inertial confinement
JSusion program, $140,000,000, of which—

i) $75,100,000 shall be used for glass laser

ments;

(ii) $41,800,000 shall be used for gas laser
erperiments;

fiii) $20,000,000 shall be used for pulsed
power experiments, and

fiv) $3,100,000 shall be used for supporting
research and experiments, except that none
of such funds may be used for the research,
development, or demonstration of the use of
heavy ion devices as drivers for defense iner-
tial confinement fusion erperiments and de-
Sfense inertial confinement fusion systems.

(D) For production and surveillance,
$1,507,200,000.

(E) For weapons program management,
$53,291,000.

(3) For verification and control technolo-
gv, $52,400,000 including $1,800,000 for pro-
gram management.

(4) For defense nuclear materials produc-
tion, $965,100,000, to be allocated as follows:
(A) For uranium enriching, £109,000,000.

(B) For production reactor operations,
$345,460,000.

fC) For processing of defense nuclear ma-
terials, $210,600,000.

(D) For special isotope separalion re-
search, £63,000,000.

(E) For supporting services, $227,040,000.

(F) For program management, $14,000,000.

(5) For defense nuclear waste,
$288,929,000, to be allocated as follows:

(4) For interim 1waste management
$190,313,000.

(B) For long term waste management tech-
nology, $53,861,000.

fC) For terminal storage,
$14,000,000.

(D) For byproducts beneficial uses,
$10,000,000.

(E) For decontamination and decommis-
sioning, $12,655,000.

(F) For transportation research and devel-
opment, $6,100,000.

(G) For program management, $2,000,000.

(6) For nuclear malerials securily and
safeguards development program (defense
programs), $43,160,000, including $5,850,000
Jfor program management.

(7) For securily
$28,500,000.

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

SEc. 302. Funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Department of Energy for
fiscal year 1983 for plant and capital equip-
ment (including planning, construction, ac-
quisition, and modification of facilities,
land acquisition related thereto, and acqui-
sition and fabrication of capital equipment
not related lo construction) necessary for
national securily programs as follows—

(1) For naval reactors development:

Project 83-N-101, general plant projects,
various locations, $1,500,000.

Project 83-N-102, additions to the radioac-
tive malerials laboralory, Knolls Atomic
Power Laboratory, Schenectady, New York,
$1,500,000.

Project 82-N-111, Malerials Facilily, Sa-
vannah River, South Carolina, $40,000,000,
Jor e total project authorization of
$55,000,000.

(2) For weapons activities:

Project 83-D-101, general plant projects,
various locations, $15,800,000.

Project 83-D-122, Los Alamos Airport im-
provement, Los Alamos National Laborato-
ry, New Mexico, $3,100,000.

Project 83-D-123, general plant projecis,
various locations, $16,300,000.

waste

investigations,
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Project 83-D-124, standard missile-2 (SM-
2) warhead production facilities, various lo-
cations, $2,000,000.

Project 83-D-200, plant capacily expan-
sion, Pinellas Plant, St. Petersburg, Florida,
$18,300,000.

Project 82-D-106, weapons assembly facili-
ties, Pantex Plant Amarillo, Tezas,
$16,500,000 for a total project authorization
of $40,000,000.

Project 82-D-107, utilities and equipment
restoration, replacement, and upgrade,
Phase III, various localions, $132,900,000,
for a total project authorization of
£220,400,000.

Project §2-D-108, nuclear weapons stock-
pile improvement, various locations,
$27,800,000, for a total project authorization
of $42,800,000.

Project §2-D-109, 155-millimeter artillery-
fired atomic projectile (AFAP) production
JSacilities, various locations, $30,000,000, for
a total project authorization of $65,000,000.

Project 82-D-110, exhaust plenum modifi-
cations, Rocky Flats Plant, Colorado,
$500,000, for a total project authorization of
$12,500,000.

Project §2-D-111, interactive graphics
system, various locations, $6,000,000, for a
total project authorization of $15,000,000.

Project 82-D-144, simulation technology
laboratory, Sandia National Laboratories,
New Mexico, $3,000,000, for a total project
authorization of $4,200,000.

Project 8§2-D-146, weapons production and
production support facilities, various loca-
tions, $40,000,000, for a total project author-
ization of $48,000,000.

Project 82-D-150, weapons material re-
search and development facility, Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory, California,
$£5,000,000, for a total project authorization
of $7,500,000.

Project 82-D-152, new detonator facilily,
Los Alamos National Laboratory, New
Mexico, $9,100,000, for a total project au-
thorization of $17,100,000.

Project 82-D-153, tritium facility, Los
Alamos National Laboratory, New Mezico,
$2,600,000, for a total project authorization
of $7,600,000.

Project 81-D-115, MX warhead production
Jfacilities, various locations, $34,100,000, for
a total project authorization of $74,100,000.

Project 81-D-133, earthquake damage res-
toration, Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, Livermore, California,
$1,500,000, for a total project authorization
of $5,500,000.

Project 81-D-134, earthquake damage res-
toration, Sandia National Laboratories,
Livermore, California, $1,700,000, for a total
project authorization of $3,700,000.

Project 79-7-c, proton storage ring, Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico, $2,800,000, for a total project
authorization of $21,800,000.

Project 78-17-d, steam plant improve-
ments, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee,
$1,500,000, for a total project authorization
of $27,000,000.

(3) For materials production.

Project 83-D-135, general plant projects,
various locations, $26,000,000.

Project 83-D-136, plant engineering and
design, various locations, $2,000,000.

Project 83-D-138, PUREX canyon and dis-
solver filler systems improvements, Rich-
land, Washington, $4,250,000.

Project 83-D-142, fuel dissolver off-gas
transfer and treatment system, Idaho Fuels
Processing Facility, Idaho National Engi-
neering Laboratory, Idaho, $3,500,000.

Project 83-D-146, water pollution control,
Feed Materials Production Facility, Fer-
nald, Ohio, $1,400,000.
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Project 83-D-147, pollution discharge
elimination, Savannah River, South Caroli-
na, $1,000,000.

Project 83-D-148, nonradioactive hazard-
ous waste management, ah River,
South Carolina, £1,000,000.

Project 83-D-180, facility storage modifi-
cations, various locations, $9,300,000.

Project 82-D-124, restoration of produc-
tion capabilities, Phases II and III, various
locations, $8,700,000, for a total project au-
thorization of $134,700,000.

Project 82-D-126, reactor safety and reli-
ability, various locations, $2,000,000, for a
total project authorization of $44,900,000.

Project §2-D-136, fuel processing facilities
upgrade, Idaho Fuels Processing Facility,
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory,
Idaho, $6,000,000, for a total project authori-
zation of $46,000,000.

Project §2-D-201, special plutonium recov-
ery facilities, F-chemical separations area,
Savannah River, South Carolina, $9,000,000,
for a total project authorization of

$11,000,000.

Project 81-D-142, steam transfer header,
Savannah River, South Carolina, $3,000,000,
authorization of

for a total project
$11,000,000.

Project 81-D-143, L-reactor upgrade, Sa-
vannah River, South Carolina, $19,000,000,
for a total project authorization of
$134,000,000.

(4) For defense nuclear waste:

Project 83-D-156, general plant projects,
interim waste operations, various locations,
$19,145,000.

Project 83-D-157, additional radioactive
waste storage facilities, Richland, Washing-
ton, $19,000,000.

Project 83-D-159, general plant projects,
long-term waste management technology,
Savannah River, South Carolina, $500,000.

Project 82-BU-1, byproducts beneficial
uses demonstration plants, various loca-
tions, $10,000,000.

Project 81-T-104, radioactive waste facili-
ties improvements, Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, Tennessee, $1,000,000, for a
total project authorization of $21,000,000.

Project 81-T-105, defense waste processing
Jacility, Savannah River, South Carolina,
$40,000,000, for a total project authorization
of $70,000,000.

Project 77-13-f, waste isolation pilot
plant, Delaware Basin, Southeast, New
Mezxico, $76,200,000, for a total project au-
thorization of $233,800,000.

f5) For nuclear materials securily and
safeguards development:

Project 83-D-175, general plant project,
New Brunswick Laboratory, $500,000.

f6) For capital equipment not related to
construction—

f4) for mnaval reactors development,
$11,000,000;

(B) for weapons activities, $196,000,000;

(C) for verification and control technolo-
ov, $1,500,000;

(D) for materials production, £107,700,000;

(E) for defense nuclear waste, $31,646,000;
and

(F) for nuclear materials security and
safeguards development, $3,700,000.

PART B—NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS,
FiscaL YEAR 1984
OPERATING EXPENSES

Sec. 311. Funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Department of Energy for
JSiscal year 1984 for operating erpenses in-
curred in carrying out national security
programs (including scientific research and
development in support of the Armed Forces,
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strategic and critical materials necessary
Jor the common defense, and military appli-
cations of nuclear energy and related man-
agement and support activities) as follows:
(1) For naval 1 tors develog t,
$370,000,000.
(2) For weapons activities, $3,133,125,000.
f3) For verification and control technolo-
o, $65,300,000.
f4) For
$1,182,200,000.
(5) For defense waste and byproducts man-
agement, $318,900,000.
(6) For nuclear safeguards and securily,
$48,000,000.
(7) For
$29,500,000.
PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

Sec. 312. Funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Department of Energy for
fiscal year 1984 for plant and capital equip-
ment (including planning, construction, ac-
quisition, and modification of facilities,
land acquisition related thereto, and acqui-
sition and fabrication of capital equipment
not related to construction) necessary for
national securily programs as follows:

(1) For naval reactors development.

Project 84-N-101, general plant projects,
various locations, $2,500,000.

Project 83-N-102, addition to the radioac-
tive materials laboratory, Knolls Atomic
Power Laboratory, Schenectady, New York,
$6,500,000, for a total project authorization
of $8,000,000.

Project 82-N-111, materials facility, Sa-
vannah River, South Carolina, $70,000,000,
for a total project authorization of
$125,000,000.

Project 81-T-112, modifications and addi-
tions to prololype facilities, various loca-
tions, $1,000,000, for a total authorization of
$104,000,000.

(2) For weapons activities:

Project 84-D-101, general plant projects,
various locations, $27,100,000.

Project 84-D-111, general plant projects,
various locations, $25,000,000.

Project 84-D-103, hardened central guard
Jorce facility, Los Alamos National Labora-
tory, Los Alamos, New Mezxico, $600,000.

Project 84-D-104, nuclear materials stor-
age facility, Los Alamos National Laborato-
rv, Los Alamos, New Mexico, $700,000.

Project 84-D-107, nuclear testing facilities
revitalization, various locations,
$38,500,000.

Project 84-D-112, TRIDENT II warhead
production facilities, various locations,
$19,300,000.

Project 84-D-114, consolidaled manufac-
turing facility, Rocky Flats Plant, Golden,
Colorado, $24,100,000.

Project 84-D-115, electrical system expan-
sion, Pantexr Plant, Amarillo, Tezxas,
$1,500,000.

Project 84-D-117, inert assembly and test
Jacility, Panter Plant Amarillo, Texas,
$1,500,000.

Project 84-D-118, high-explosive subassem-
bly facility, Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas,
$7,000,000.

Project 84-D-119, railroad track replace-
ment and upgrade, Pantex Plant, Amarillo,
Texas, $800,000.

Project 84-D-120, explosive component
test facility, Mound Facility, Miamisburg,
Ohio, $3,100,000.

Project 84-D-121, safeguards and site secu-
rity upgrading, Rocky Flats Plant, Golden,
Colorado, $10,000,000.

Project §2-D-107, utilities and equipment
restoration, replacement, and upgrade,
Phase IIl, various locations, $£209,200,000,

materials production,

security investigations,
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SJor a total project
$429,600,000.

Project 82-D-108, nuclear weapons stock-
pile improvement, various locations,
£4,000,000, for a total project authorization
of $46,800,000.

Project 8§2-D-111, interactive graphics sys-
tems, various locations, $10,600,000, for a
total project authorization of $19,600,000.

Project 82-D-144, simulation lechnology
laboratory, Sandia National Laboratories,
Albugquerque, New Mexico, $8,000,000, for a
total project authorization of $12,200,000.

Project 82-D-146, weapons production and
production support facilities, various loca-
tions, $14,200,000, for a total project author-
ization of $62,200,000.

Project 82-D-150, weapons materials re-
search and development facility, Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore,
California, $2,900,000, for a total project au-
thorization of $10,400,000.

Project 81-D-101, particle beam fusion ac-
celerator-II, Sandia National Laboratories,
Albuguerque, New Mexrico, $5,400,000, for a
total project authorization of $42,150,000.

Project §1-D-115, Missile X warhead pro-
duction facililies, various locations,
$£30,000,000, for a total project authorization
of $104,100,000.

(3) For materials production’

Project 84-D-125, general plant projects,
various locations, $28,000,000.

Project 84-D-126, plant engineering and
design, various locations, $2,000,000.

Project 84-D-130, modificalion processing
Jacility substations, Savannah River, South
Carolina, $5,600,000.

Project 83-D-138, PUREX filler systems
improvements, Richland, Washington,
$8,500,000, for a total project authorization
of $12,750,000.

Project 83-D-142, fuel dissolver off-gas
transfer and treatment system, Idaho Fuels
Processing Facilily, Idaho National Engi-
neering Laboratory, Idaho, $4,100,000, for a
total project authorization of $7,600,000.

Project 8§3-D-146, water pollution control,
Feed Materials Production Center, Fernald,
Ohio, $4,000,000, for a total project authori-
zation of $5,400,000.

Project 83-D-147, pollution discharge
elimination, Savannah River, South Caroli-
na, $2,000,000, for a total project authoriza-
tion of £3,000,000.

Project 83-D-148, nonradioactive hazard-
ous waste management, Savannah River,
South Carolina, $3,000,000, for a lotal
project authorization af $4,000,000.

Project 82-D-118, N plant securily and
surveillance, Richland, Washington,
$400,000, for a total project authorization of
$4,400,000.

Project 82-D-124, restoration of produc-
tion capabilities, Phases II, IIl, and IV, var-
ious locations, $103,600,000, for a (lotal
project authorization of $238,300,000.

Project 82-D-136, fuel processing facilities
upgrade, Idaho Fuels Processing Facility,
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory,
Idaho, $6,000,000, for a total project authori-
zation of $46,000,000.

Project 82-D-201, special plutonium recov-
ery facilities, JB-Line, Savannah River,
South Carolina, $26,000,000, for a total
project authorization of $37,000,000.

Project 81-D-142, steam (transfer header,
Savannah River, South Carolina, £7,400,000,
for a total project authorization aof
£18,400,000.

(4) For defense waste and byproducts man-

L
Project 84-D-150, general plant projects,
interim wasle operations and long-term

authorization of
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t technology, various loca-

waste managemen
tions, $25,830,000.

Project 83-D-157, additional radioactive
waste storage facilities, Richland, Washing-
ton, $31,000,000, for a total project authori-
zation of $50,000,000.

Project 81-T-104, radioactive waste facili-
ties improvements, Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, Tennessee, $1,000,000 for a total
project authorization of $21,000,000.

Project 81-T-105, defense waste processing
Jacility, Savannah River, South Carolina,
$142,000,000, for a total project authoriza-
tion of $212,000,000.

Project 77-13-f, waste isolation pilot
plant, Delaware Basin, Southeast, New
Mexzxico, $109,700,000, for a total project au-
thorization of $343,500,000.

f5) For capital equipment not related to
construction—

fA) for navael reactors development,
$19,000,000;

(B) for weapons aclivities, $222,600,000;

fCJ) for verification and control technolo-
g, $1,750,000;

(D) for materials production, $97,500,000;

(E) for defense waste and byproducts man-
agement, $31,900,000; and

(F) for nuclear safeguards and security,
$4,000,000.

PART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS
REPROGRAMING

Sec. 321. (a) Except as otherwise provided
in this title—

f1) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this title may be used for any program in
excess of 105 percent of the amount author-
ized for that program by this litle or
£10,000,000 more than the amount author-
ized for that program by this title, whichev-
er is the lesser, and

f2) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this title may be used for any program
which has not been presented to, or request-
ed of, the Congress,
unless a period of thirty calendar days (not
including any day on which either House of
Congress is not in session because of ad-
Journment of more than three calendar days
to a day certain) has passed after receipt by
the appropriate committees of Congress of
notice from the Secretary of Energy (herein-
after in this part referred to as the “Secre-
tary”) containing a full and complete statle-
ment of the action proposed Lo be taken and
the facts and circumstances relied upon in
support of such proposed action, or unless
each such commitlee before the expiration of
such period has transmitted to the Secretary
written notice to the effect that such com-
mittee has no objection to the proposed
action.

fb) In no event may the ltotal amount of
Junds obligated pursuant to this title exceed
the total amount authorized to be appropri-
ated by this title.

LIMITS ON GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS

SEec. 322. (a) The Secretary may carry out
any construction project under the general
plant projects provisions authorized by this
title if the total estimated costs of the con-
struction project does not exceed $1,000,000.

(b) If at any time during the construction
of any general planit project authorized by
this title, the estimated cost of the project is
revised because of unforeseen cost vari-
ations and the revised cost of the project ex-
ceeds $£1,000,000, the Secretary shall immedi-
ately furnish a complete report to the appro-
priate committees of Congress erplaining
the reasons for the cost variation.
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fe) In no event may the total amount of
funds obligated to carry out all
plant projects authorized by this title exceed
the total amount authorized to be appropri-
ated for such projects by this title.
LIMITS ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Sec. 323. fa) Whenever the current esti-
mated cost of a construction project which
is authorized by section 302 or section 312 of
this title, or which is in support of national
security programs of the Department of
Energy and was authorized by any previous
Act, exceeds by more than 25 percent the
higher of (1) the amount authorized for the
project, or (2) the amount of the total esti-
mated cost for the project as shown in the
most recent budget justification data sub-
mitted to the Congress, construction may
not be started or additional obligations in-
curred in connection with the project above
the total estimated cost, as the case may be,
unless a period of thirty calendar days ot
including any day in which either House of
Congress i3 not in session because of ad-
journment of more than three days to a day
certain) has passed after receipt by the ap-
propriate commilttees of the Congress of
written notice from the Secretary contain-
ing a full and complete statement of the
action proposed to be taken and the facts
and circumstances relied upon in support of
the action, or unless each commiltee before
the expiration of such period has notified
the Secretary it has no objection to the pro-
posed action.

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any
construction project which has a current es-
timated cost of less than $5,000,000.

FUND TRANSFER AUTHORITY

SEc. 324. To the extent specified in appro-
priation Acts, funds appropriated pursuant
to this title may be transferred to other
agencies of the Government for the perform-
ance of the work for which the funds were

appropriated, and funds so transferred may
be merged with the appropriations of the
agency to which the funds are transferred.

AUTHORITY FOR CONSTRUCTION DESIGN

Sec. 325. (a)(1) Within the amounts au-
thorized by this title for plant engineering
and design, the Secretary may carry out ad-
vance planning and construction designs
fincluding architeclural and engineering
services) in connection with any proposed
consiruction project if the lotal estimated
cost for such planning and design does not
exceed $2,000,000.

f2) In any case in which the total estimat-
ed cost for such planning and design exceeds
$300,000, the Secretary shall notify the ap-
propriate committees of Congress in writing
of the details of such project at least thirty
days before any funds are obligated for
design services for such project.

fb) In any case in which the total estimat-
ed cost for advance planning and construc-
tion design in connection with any con-
struction project exceeds $2,000,000, funds
Jor such design must be specifically author-
ized by law.

AUTHORITY FOR EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION

DESIGN

Sec. 326. In addition to the advance plan-
ning and construction design authorized by
section 302 or 312, the Secretary may per-
Sorm planning and design utilizing avail-
able funds for any Department of Energy de-
Jfense activily construction project whenever
the Secretary determines that the design
must proceed expediliously in order to meet
the needs of national defense or to protect
property or human life.
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FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR ALL NATTIONAL SECURITY
PROGRAMS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Sec. 327. Subject to the provisions of ap-
propriation Acts, amounis appropriated
pursuant to this title for management and
support activities and for general plant
projects are available for use, when neces-
sary, in connection with all national securi-
ty programs of the Department of Energy.
ADJUSTMENTS FOR PAY INCREASES

Sec. 328. Appropriations authorized by
this tille for salary, pay, retirement, or other
benefits for Federal employees may be in-
creased by such amounts as may be neces-
sary for increases in such benefits author-
ized by law.

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS

SEc. 329. When so0 specified in an appro-
priation Act, amounts appropriated for
“Operating Expenses” or for “Plant and
Capital Equipment” may remain available
until expended.

NAVAL NUCLEAR PROPULSION PROGRAM

SEc. 330. The provisions of Erxecutive
Order No. 12344, dated February 1, 1982,
pertaining to the Naval Nuclear Propulsion
Program, as in effect on May 1, 1982, shall
remain in effect until such time as the Con-
gress provides otherwise by law.

TERMINATION OF USE OF CERTAIN SEEPAGE
BASING; REQUIREMENT FOR PLAN

SEec. 331. The Secretary of Energy shall ter-
minate the use of seepage basins associated
with the fuel fabrication area within 24
moLn!hs after the date of enactment of this
Ac

(b) Not later than January 1, 1984, the Sec-
retary of Energy shall submit a plan to the
appropriate committees of Congress for the
protection of groundwater at the Savannah
River Planl. The Secretary shall include in
such plan—

(1) various methods for discontinuing the
use of seepage basins associated with the
materials processing areas;

(2) provide for the implementation of
other actions appropriate to mitigate any
significant adverse effects of on-site or off-
site groundwater and of chemical contami-
nates in seepage basins and adjacent areas,
including the removal of such contaminates
where necessary, and

(3) include provisions for continuing the
expanded monitoring program of ground-
water impacts involving the appropriate
South Carolina agencies in accordance with
ﬂf.e statutory responsibilities of such agen-
cies.

CONTRACTOR LIABILITY FOR INJURY OR LOSS OF
PROPERTY ARISING OUT OF ATOMIC WEAPONS
TESTING PROGRAMS

SEc. 332. (a) The remedy against the
United States provided by sections 1346(b)
and 2672 of title 28, United States Code, for
injury or loss af property or personal injury
or death shall apply to any civil action for
injury or loss of property or personal injury
or death due to exposure to radiation based
on aecls or omissions by a contractor in car-
rying out a contract in the conduct of the
United States atomic weapons lesting pro-
gram. This remedy shall be exclusive of any
other civil action or proceeding for the pur-
pose of determining civil liability arising
Jrom any act or omission of the contractor
without regard to when the act or omission
occurred. The employees of such a contrac-
tor shall be considered to be employees of the
Federal Government, as provided in section
2671 of title 28, United States Code, for the
purposes of any such civil action or proceed-
ing and the civil action or proceeding shall
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proceed in the same manner as any action
against the United States filed pursuant to
section 1346(b) of such title and shall be sub-
ject to the limitations and exceptions appli-
cable to those actions.

(b) A contractor against whom a civil
action or proceeding described in subsection
fa) is brought shall promptly deliver all
processes served upon that contractor to the
Atltorney General of the United States. Upon
certification by the Attorney General that
the suit against the contractor is within the
provisions of subsection (a), a civil action
or proceeding commenced in a Stale court
shall be removed without bond at any time
before trial by the Attorney General to the
district court of the United States for the
district and division embracing the place
wherein it is pending and the proceedings
shall be deemed a tort action brought
against the United States under the provi-
sions of section 1346(bJ), 2401(b), or 2402, or
sections 2671 through 2680 of title 28,
United States Code. For purposes of remov-
al, the certification by the Attorney General
under this subsection establishes contractor
status conclusively.

fc) The provisions of this section shall
apply to any action now pending or hereaf-
ter commenced which is an action within
the provisions of subsection fa) of this sec-
tion. Notwithstanding section 2401(b) of
title 28, Uniled States Code, if a civil action
or proceeding pending on the date of enact-
ment of this section is dismissed because the
plaintiff in such action or proceeding did
not file an administrative claim as required
by section 2672 of that title, the plaintiff in
that action or proceeding shall have 30 days
from the date of the dismissal or 2 years
JSrom the date upon which the claim acerued,
whichever is later, to file an administrative
claim and any claim or subsequent civil
action or proceeding shall thereafter be su-
bejet to the provisions of section 2401(b) of
title 28.

fd) For purposes of this section, “contrac-
tor” includes a contractor or cost reimburse-
ment subcontractor of any tier participat-
ing in the conduct of the United States
atomic weapons testing program for the De-
partment of Energy (or its predecessor agen-
cies, including the Manhattan Engineer Dis-
trict, the Atomic Energy Commission, and
the Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration). “Contractor” also includes
Sacilities which conduct or have conducted
research concerning health effects of ioniz-
ing radiation in connection with the testing
under contract with the Department of
Energy (or its predecessor agencies).

MOTION TO WAIVE SECTION 402 OF
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
been informed by the distinguished
Senator from Ohio that he may have
certain concerns that might ripen into
a point of order against this measure.
I regret to hear that, because I had
thought that we had arranged a
schedule that would permit us to pro-
ceed on this measure and to deal with
it in an orderly way, which, at best, is
going to be sort of disorderly, since it
is so controversial, and to finish the
measure this week. I still intend, to
the extent that the Senate will permit
me to do so, to finish this bill this
week. It may take late evenings, it may
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take all week, it may take the week-
end; but, Mr. President, there are so
many other matters backed up behind
this bill that we simply have to do
that. Appropriations bills must be at-
tended to, urgent authorization bills
must be dealt with in this month,
before the statutory recess begins for
the month of August.

Therefore, Mr. President, as the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio already
knows, because I have already told
him, what I intend to do, in an effort
to avoid any pitfalls that might be oc-
casioned by points of order on the
measure, I now move, pursuant to sec-
tion 904 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, to waive section 402 of
that act as it pertains to S. 675, the
Defense Authorization Act.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the
Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
we appear here this afternoon to dis-
cuss the defense authorization bill,
and the motion of the distinguished
majority leader under section 904 to
waive section 402 of the Budget Act
raises some very interesting questions.
The one that particularly concerns the
Senator from Ohio has to do with the
fact that, in the closing hours of the
deliberation of the measure in commit-
tee, it is my understanding that
through some legerdemain——

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator
yield? The Senator is absolutely wrong
on that point.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I have not yielded. I have the floor,
Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio has the
floor.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator give his source of information
on that, since it is totally inaccurate?

Mr. METZENBAUM. In due time,
Mr. President, I intend to engage in
colloquy with my good friend from
Texas. It is my hope that, at that
time, we shall all be informed as to the
facts.

I am aware of the fact that pub-
lished reports indicate that Mr. Stock-
man found something in the area of
$2.1 or $2.3 billion as this measure was
being brought to a conclusion in the
final markup. I also heard the distin-
guished senior Senator from Massa-
chusetts address himself to that very
same issue the other day on the floor
of the Senate before the recess.

I would appreciate it if the Senator
from Texas, the manager of the bill,
would be good enough to advise of the
facts as he knows them and under-
stands them to be with respect to the
figure and also to clarify for the Sena-
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tor from Ohio whether it is $2.1 billion
or $2.3 billion about which we speak.
Will the Senator from Texas be good
enough?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, let me
respond to the Senator from Ohio. I
simply read from the opening state-
ment that I intended to make and will
make subsequently when we move on
to consideration of the bill, to lay this
matter to rest.

It is not true that the issue of sav-
ings of purchase from reduced infla-
tion in the area was brought out only
at the last minute. The committee
records show this issue was raised
before the full committee in early
May, May 5 to be precise, and that un-
certainty about the proper numbers to
be used forced postponement of any
committee endorsement. Letters from
Secretary Weinberger dated May 9
and June 16 alluded to the availability
of those savings. It was not until those
savings were validated that we acted
to consider those savings in the final
determination of what would be spent
and what would be authorized in the
bill. I insisted on such validation, the
committee insisted on it and, by a vote
of 11 to 7, the committee voted to
accept the validations of these
changed assumptions and to incorpo-
rate some of those savings in the au-
thorization—not all, but some.

So that is the fact of the matter. In
fact, inflationary adjustments had
been made for every other spending
function except defense back in April.
So we were caught up in that delay. It
finally came to the point where, late
in our proceedings, we were finally
treated as every other committee had
been treated, or every other jurisdic-
tional committee with the spending or
with the authorization responsibility
of the various accounts. We were able,
then, to move on the basis of those
changed assumptions.

However, that is an issue, in my
view, that would be more properly dis-
cussed during the consideration of the
bill itself.

Senators will have adequate oppor-
tunity to offer amendments and there
will be adequate opportunity to debate
that particular issue if Senators would
like to do so. But what we are talking
about is a pro forma move, pro forma
budget waiver resolution that is done
every time we take up an authoriza-
tion bill after May 15. The fact is that
the Armed Services Committee waited
until after the budget process on the
first concurrent had been completed
before it did its work. Had we gone
ahead and ignored the budget process,
which we could have done, and report-
ed our bill by May 15, which we could
have done, the budget waiver would
not have been required. I hope that
other Senators will not join in an
effort to punish the Armed Services
Committee—indeed, punish all com-
mittees that have bills that are coming
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up subsequent to the disposition of
this bill—because we, true to the
budget process, desirous of determin-
ing what our ceiling was, according to
the budget process, acted in that fash-
ion to be responsible and come in
under the budget ceiling and therefore
were delayed.

Mr. JACKSON. Will the Senator
yield without losing his right to the
floor?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield to the
Senator.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I
merely want to supplement the re-
marks of the distinguished chairman
of the committee. I want to say for the
benefit of the Senate, Senator TowEer
made a diligent effort to get the neces-
sary figures pertaining to savings that
the administration is now projecting
in the petroleum area as well as the
overall inflation indexes. I kept in
touch with Senator Tower. The
person that I think should have acted
is Mr. Stockman, the head of OMB.
That information should have been up
a long time ago.

But the chairman of the committee
pursued this matter diligently; he
made every effort to get the informa-
tion, but for whatever reason the ad-
ministration did not make the infor-
mation available in a timely manner.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena-
tor from Washington yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Would the
Senator not agree then that, although
some effort was made to get these
numbers earlier, indeed, public state-
ments have been made in the press
and a statement made on the floor of
the Senate by the senior Senator from
Massachusetts to the effect that only
at the last minute was it discovered or
was it learned in the Armed Services
Committee that Mr. Stockman had
now found—I am not sure of the
number—is it $2.1 billion or $2.3 bil-
lion?

Mr. JACKSON. What is the exact
number?

Mr. TOWER. The figure actually is
$3.4 billion including the fuel savings
and the 2.1 on changes of inflationary
assumptions which are still about $0.4
billion below what they actually
expect those assumptions will be at
the end of the second quarter. We
stayed very much on the low side of
these assumptions and did not utilize
the full 2.1.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena-
tor from Texas respond as to when it
was that the committee actually
learned there would be $3.4 billion in
savings including the 2.1 in the infla-
tion figure?

Mr. TOWER. The committee dis-
cussed that on May 5 first. We were
aware of the numbers but they had
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not been validated by Mr. Stockman at
that time.

Now, I cannot give any explanation
of what goes on in OMB; I am at a loss
to know myself sometimes, but the
fact is that those numbers were not
validated for us until the evening of
May 27. Then they were discussed in
the committee, and by a bipartisan
vote of 11 to 7 the committee agreed
to incorporate some of the savings in-
volved in funding the programs under
the bill. The committee still comes out
$1.7 billion below the budget ceiling if
one considers that there will be a 6-
month pay increase. If one considers
that there will be a 9-month pay in-
crease, we come out $1.1 billion below.
So we would still be below even if we
have to absorb an additional $600 mil-
lion in pay increase.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Would the
Senator, the manager of the bill, indi-
cate whether or not after the figures
had been disclosed to him, as the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, that there would be a $3.4 bil-
lion saving, although a figure that had
not as yet been validated—and I assure
that to mean that it had not been——

Mr. TOWER. Let me say in response
that the fuel savings had already been
validated. It was the inflationary as-
sumptions that had not been validat-
ed. So it was a $2.1 billion change in
inflationary assumptions that had not
been validated.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Did the Sena-
tor from Texas advise the chairman of
the Senate Budget Committee at any
point along the way while the Budget
Committee was going through its de-
liberations that it could anticipate a
savings in the area of either 2.1 or 3.4
and, if so, when did that occur and
under what circumstances?

Mr. TOWER. The Budget Commit-
tee does not look behind what the au-
thorizing committee does if it stays
within the ceiling established by the
Budget Committee. Historically, not
only this year but last year, we took
savings that were achieved through
changed fuel assumptions, changed in-
flationary assumptions, and changed
international monetary exchange as-
sumptions and utilized that in funding
our programs, staying within the
budget ceiling. That is what we have
done this time. We have come in below
the budget ceiling.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. METZENBAUM. 1 yield to the
Senator from New Mexico, the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my
good friend from Ohio that in an ordi-
nary authorizing bill, the Budget Com-
mittee has very little to say about
what a committee has done other than
one very simple issue. That has to do
with the timeliness of bringing the au-
thorization to the floor. A clear read-
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ing of the Budget Act indicates that
the time that spending targets are ad-
dressed, and whether or not a particu-
lar subcommittee or function is going
to exceed the targets set out in budget
resolution is when the appropriations
bills are considered on the floor.

We have gone to a great deal of
effort, working with the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, to determine where
this bill lies with reference to the
budget but only in an informational
sense—not in the sense of the Budget
Committee having any jurisdiction
whatsoever over the substance or the
amount of line items.

Let me give my friend from Ohio an
example. Had this particular authori-
zation bill come up prior to the May
23 filing deadline, it could have been
$5 billion over an assumed target for
1984 expenditures, with the same
numbers and the same deflators, and
no point of order would lie. The
Senate Budget Committee would have
nothing whatsoever to say about it.
The Senate and the Congress would
have to wait until the appropriations
bills came through, add them up, and
judge them on the cumulative total
for appropriations versus the target
for the cumulative total in the resolu-
tion.

Now, it seems to me—and I say this
in all deference to the concern of the
Senator—that in a sense we are going
to punish a committee that has
worked very hard because they did not
want to report out a bill that was
higher than the recommended Budget
Committee targets.

So they waited because the targets
being discussed for defense varied
from 5-percent real growth to 10-per-
cent real growth to 2.8-percent real
growth.

So this committee said: “We will
wait, and we will attempt to live with
the numbers the budget process pro-
duces.”

This particular bill, I say to the Sen-
ator from Ohio, is the closest to a
budget target for an authorization
committee that we have had in 3
years. The Senate approved an author-
ization bill in excess of the targets last
year, on the simple basis that the ap-
propriators would make the remaining
reductions.

This committee, the last 3 years—
the last year under the chairmanship
of Senator STENNIS and then 2 years
under the chairmanship of Senator
Tower—tried very hard to have an au-
thorizing bill on time each year.

We have had many years with late
authorization bills, have we not?

Mr. JACKSON. That is right.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have had years
without a timely authorizing bill in de-
fense, or one that fit within the
budget targets.

So they tried hard to produce a bill
in accordance with the budget resolu-
tion targets.
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If I am going to come down here, as
chairman of the Budget Committee,
on each authorization bill that is a few
days late, such as this one, and put the
Senate through some rigorous exercise
to waive 402 of the Budget Act—which
if you read it, it is nothing more than
timeliness provision, and has nothing
to do with dollar amounts; it will
impede the progress of the Senate.
Our business at this time is not to dis-
cuss the bill, but to vote the section
402 waiver up or down.

The 402 provision was put in the law
with the expectation that it would
push the authorizing committees to
expedite delivery to the desk of au-
thorizing legislation and lead to a
more orderly appropriations process.

I have the greatest respect for the
participation of the Senator from
Ohio in the budget process, especially
in the recent conference, but I think
he should let the Senate work its will
on this bill. If we have to call a meet-
ing of the Budget Committee to dis-
cuss the waiver of the timeliness bill,
it will cause delay. We as a committee
want to let this bill come to the floor
whether it was reported after May 23
or not, That is the budget issue. We
could call that meeting, and in due
course, we would get it done. But it
seems to me that that would be an in-
ordinate delay for no good, substantive
reason.

My final statement to the distin-
guished Senator is that even if we
wanted to scrutinize the authorized
spending in this particular bill, as if it
were an appropriation bill, and to say
it does fit within the budget—that is
not our prerogative—I assure the Sen-
ator it is not the Budget Committee’s
prerogative—but even if we did make
that companion, I am informed that, if
fully appropriated, this bill is $800 mil-
lion under the budget authority target
set for defense in the first budget reso-
lution. That target is not binding. It
becomes binding only in its cumulative
nature, along with all other appropria-
tions, and only after October 1, 1983.
In the event there is not a second reso-
lution. At that time, you add all the
appropriations bills and the one that
“breaks the bank” on cumulative
budget authority and realistic outlay
expectation flowing from it, would be
the subject of a substantive complaint
from the Budget Committee.

So, while I may not like some things
in this bill and the Senator from Ohio
may not, I assure him that we are
going to have ample chance on the
floor of the Senate in the ensuing
week to vote up and down on amend-
ments. I assume that the managers are
aware of many amendments to be of-
fered by members of the committee
and by other Members of the Senate
to give us an opportunity to address
the policy issues that are authorized in
this bill.
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Obviously, the leader is well within
his rights to move a section 904 waiver
of the process and procedures I have
just described. When he asked me
about it this morning, around 11:30,
when I conferred with him, I did not
even consider it to be a very signifi-
cant waiver, because it is a matter of
timeliness only.

We will argue the substance of issues
later. In due course, we will grant this
waiver one way or another. We can
vote up or down on the leader’s
motion; or, the Budget Committee can
meet and grant the waiver. I assure
the Senator that it is going to be done.
Then, when S. 675 comes up, he can
have all the time in the world to
argue.

I assume that the managers expect
to be here 4 or 5 days. I ask the Sena-
tor from Texas if that is correct.

Mr. TOWER. As long as it takes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Even in addition to
the days it might take to debate this
motion, which our distinguished
leader stated.

So those are my feelings on the
matter, as chairman of the Budget
Committee. I have not been reluctant
to speak out on defense, so I do not
come here as a Johnny-come-lately. I
have had an ongoing dialog, to say the
least, with the White House over it.
But I commend the committee for re-
porting an authorization bill and for
getting it well within the budget au-
thority that the congressional budget
resolution contemplates. The Armed
Services Committee action on this bill
is nothing other than an exercise in
prudence, It has no direct interplay
with Budget Act activities.

The Budget Committee has no
prerogatives in this matter, and the
Senate is not waiving anything signifi-
cant if it grants the leader’s motion
that relates only to the time this bill
will come to the floor; nothing more.

I have a summary of the spending in
this bill, in case we are going to be ar-
guing whether they met the resolution
targets or not. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the summary printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BUDGETARY IMPACT AND RELATION TO FIRST

BUDGET RESOLUTION

Because the First Budget Resolution does
not contain defense program detail, it is nec-
essary to measure the costs of this bill
against the President's defense request (as
reestimated by CBO). To measure the sav-
ings in the bill against the budget resolution
total, it is then necessary to adjust the
President’'s budget request to include the
cost of the pay raise as assumed in the
Budget Resolution (since the President as-
sumed no pay raise for FY 1984). These cal-
culations yield the following resuit.
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{in bdlions of dolkars]

Fiscal year 1984

)

President’s budget for function 050 (as
reestimated

Add pay raise
tion.

280.2 w7
LB 18
265

-5
(-23)

Total implied by this bl 4
jon total

2409
First budgel 2400

+9

T e T g e
Thus it can be determined that if the pay
raise that is granted in FY 1984 is the same
as assumed in the first budget resolution,
the effect of this bill is to put budget au-
thority for function 050 $0.8 billion below
the first budget resolution and to put out-
lays $0.9 billion above the level of the reso-
lution. If the President is able to sustain his
proposal for a pay freeze in FY 1984, howev-
er, the resolution would be upheld without
additional reductions in the defense and
military construction Appropriation bills.

(Mr. HUMPHREY assumed the
chair.)

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I am pleased that the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee,
my good friend, is on the floor.

I point out to him that I well under-
stand the question of timeliness and
the issue that is before the Senate. It
seemed to me that this was an appro-
priate time to raise some of the budg-
etary considerations, not particularly
as a member of the Budget Committee
but as a Member of this body.

One that I raise has to do with a fact
that has been discussed, and I will
come to that in a moment. But there is
another matter that, in my opinion, is
far more important than even the
question of Mr. Stockman’s finding
$2.1 billion at the very last moment.

Although my friend from Texas in-
dicates that it had been considered, it
is the fact that it was reported in the
press that “The Reagan administra-
tion abruptly announced yesterday
that its defense program will cost $2.1
billion less next year than estimated
before. The surprise reestimate en-
abled the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee to stick close to congressional
spending targets without cutting out
some B-1 bomber funds, as it had
planned.”

The article goes on.

I point out that there is a part of
this bill that, in my opinion, does have
real budgetary implications, and I
hope that the distinguished chairman
of the Budget Committee will appreci-
ate what I am about to say.

Some weeks ago, we discussed on the
floor of the Senate the matter of the
leasing of 13 TAKZX ships and the fact
that the leasing of those ships was
done without the matter going
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through the Appropriations Commit-
tee; that the funds in connection with
those ships were not a part of the
budgetary consideration; that the
funds for those ships come out of op-
eration and maintenance accounts,
and thereby deprive the gound forces
and the regular forces of the necessary
funds for either personnel or materiel.

And there was a considerable
amount of discussion concerning the
13 TAKX ships, and then we learned
that there were five tankers that were
also involved.

I wish to point out to my good
friend, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, and I would appreciate it
if I might have the attention of my
friend, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, to point out to him that
we find in this bill now a total sieve-
like movement. Not only do we have
those ships involved but we have a
half-dozen other items, airplanes,
other ships, I think 18 of them—I do
not have the list in front of me—cer-
tain planes that are used especially for
ferrying top military brass and ambas-
sadorial-level diplomats, and a number
of others that now will be provided for
in this legislation.

What we are talking about is are we
going to be using a backdoor route to
go around the budget process? Are we
going to be using as a regularity the
whole question of the tax provisions of
the U.S. Government and take from
the Federal Treasury dollars that
come from these tax-leasing arrange-
ments, or are we going to use the
normal processes of going to the
proper appropriations committee and
saying, “This is what we want as far as
military equipment is concerned”?

This bill goes much farther than
anyone contemplated or even talked
about in the past with respect to this
entire matter of leasing, and it is a
question of congressional prerogatives.

We normally send to the Appropria-
tions Committee matters having to do
with the Armed Services appropria-
tions bill. Here we have in the authori-
zation bill a circuitous route, a differ-
ent way to operate, without any ap-
propriations authority, and what we
are doing is first, we are breaking the
budget process, second, we are provid-
ing for increased defense spending,
and, third, we are getting involved in
the whole question of the leasing pro-
grams and what they do as far as the
tax dollars of this countiry are con-
cerned.

So when I raise the question here
this afternoon about the budget
waiver and the timeliness it has to do
with the implications of all of these
other matters. I am even told that
they are coming forward with a tech-
nical amendment. And I would appre-
ciate it if the distinguished chairman
of the committee would advise me. Am
I correct that there is to be offered a
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so-called technical amendment, the
language of which will provide that
the 13 TAKX planes-leasing program
is being validated, and that is to be of-
fered as a technical amendment?

That is what I am informed by my
staff who tell me they were so in-
formed by the Senator’s staff. And if
that is the case, I do not think any
Member of this Senate would consider
that to be a technical amendment.

Would the Senator from Texas be
good enough to respond because if I
am in error as to the facts I wish to be
corrected.

Mr. TOWER. I quite frankly do not
understand the question of the Sena-
tor from Ohio. The fact is that is a
substantive issue that has nothing to
do with the timelines of the bill and
the budget waiver.

If the Senator would permit us to
get on with our business we could
plunge right into that if he likes. Once
we get the bill up, there is adequate
opportunity for anyone in the Cham-
ber, including the Senator from Ohio,
to offer any amendment that would
change or delete or add to any provi-
sion of this bill. He is not barred from
doing that. Because of our relatively
loose rules of germaneness in this
body, a Senator can offer about any-
thing he wishes to offer.

The fact is the Senator’'s suggestion
that there is some surreptitious back-
door method being resorted to in this
bill is simply not true, and I think that
will come out in subsequent debate
once we get started on the bill.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Would the
Senator from Texas be good enough to
respond as to whether it is intended to
offer a technical amendment that
would by its terms validate the leasing
of the 13 TAKX planes?

Mr. TOWER. The amendment I be-
lieve the Senator refers to is a stylistic
change.

Mr. METZENBAUM. What?

Mr. TOWER. A stylistic change. We
do not even have to offer it if we do
not wish to. It was recommended to us
by legislative counsel. But we do not
even have to offer it. It is a stylistic
change.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I understand.
Is it intended to offer that amendment
as a technical amendment? I think I
agree with the Senator's first state-
ment that is a substantive change.

Mr. TOWER. It is intended to be of-
fered. As I say, it is a stylistic rather
than substantive change, but if it is of-
fered, of course, the Senator is fully
within his rights in insisting on debate
on it and getting a yea-and-nay vote
on it.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Would the
Senator from Texas be good enough to
explain to the Senator from Ohio
what a stylistic change is? I under-
stand what a technical amendment is.
I am not sure I know what a stylistic
change is.
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Mr. TOWER. I think that it is con-
forming language that is simply a
matter of style and that has nothing
to do with substance. But I think that
this is a matter we should really get
into once we get on the bill.

If the Senator wants to talk about
the merits of delaying the waiver, the
timeliness, I would think that is the
appropriate thing to talk about now. I
would prefer to wait and not get into
substantive matters until we get on
the bill itself because I think we are
getting into a lot of repetition other-
wise. I am sure the Senator will want
to offer amendments on these various
subjects. It seems to me to be time
wasted to be getting substantive argu-
ments that are going to be repeated
during the course of the consideration
of the bill itself.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the
g;der for the guorum call be rescind-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TOWER and Mr.
ENBAUM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Ohio for a record
insertion with the understanding that
I not lose my right to the floor.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I want to say that in the discussion we
were having, 1 will withhold further
on it in order that the managers of the
bill may make their opening state-
ments, with the thought in mind of re-
turning to the subject at a later point
in the afternoon. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the
fiscal year 1984 omnibus defense au-
thorization bill, S. 675, is one of the
largest authorization bills that will be
considered during the 98th Congress.
During the past 6 months the Senate
Armed Services Committee and its six
subcommittees have met 46 times in
consideration of this bill. S. 675 con-
tains authorizations totaling $199.9
billion—it sounds like a bargain price,
Mr. President, you will notice it is
under $200 billion—includes what had
previously been three separate pieces
of legislation. The committee conclud-
ed that we would have a broader per-
spective of the entire national defense
function by addressing this legislation
at the same time rather than as indi-
vidual bills. This is a departure from
usual practice.

Title I of the bill includes the regu-
lar defense authorizations for procure-
ment, research and development, oper-
ation and maintenance, manpower,
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and civil defense. Under title I the
committee recommended $186 billion,
a reduction of $11.9 billion for the re-
quest.

Title II contains the authorizations
for military construction and family
housing. Under title II, the committee
recommended $7.3 billion, a reduction
of $1.2 billion from the request.

Title III contains the authorizations
for the national security programs of
the Department of Energy. Here the
committee recommended $6.6 billion, a
reduction of $200 million from the re-
quest.

In addition to the reductions listed
above, manpower changes and other
legislative restrictions will reduce the
administration’s request by $215 mil-
lion.

The net impact of the bill, therefore,
is a reduction of $13.6 billion in budget
authority from the President’s request
for national defense.

The first concurrent budget resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1984 called for a re-
duction of $11.9 billion in budget au-
thority, so we are $1.7 billion beyond
that target.

The budget resolution also called for
reductions totaling $5.3 billion in out-
lays from the President's request.
However, both the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Budget Committee
have acknowledged that, within a
package of balanced defense reduc-
tions, $11.9 billion in budget authority
will not yield $5.3 billion in outlays. In
presenting the conference report on
the budget before the Senate, Sena-
tors DoMmeNIcI and CHILES noted that
a reduction of $11.9 billion in budget
authority would more likely equate to
a reduction of $4 billion in outlays.
CBO estimates that the recommended
$13.6 billion budget authority reduc-
tion in this bill will reduce outlays by
$3.6 billion below the President's re-
quest in fiscal year 1984.

While considering the President’s re-
quest for defense, the committee took
into account the most recent estimates
of ongoing economic trends and their
effect on the defense budget. In this
regard, Mr. President, there have been
several erroneous reports concerning
the sources of savings assumed in this
bill for fuel and purchase inflation.

First, it is not true that the issue of
savings from purchase inflation in this
area was brought up only at the last
minute in our markup. The committee
records show that this issue was raised
before the full committee in early
May, but that uncertainty about the
proper numbers to be used forced
postponement of any committee en-
dorsement. Indeed, letters from Secre-
tary Weinberger, dated May 9 and
June 16, alluded to the availability of
such savings.

Second, it has been implied that
these numbers were drawn up to save
the multiyear funding for the B-1,
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which had been deleted at the subcom-
mittee level. This assertion is also in-
correct. The amount at issue with
regard to the B-1 was less than $900
million, while changed economic fore-
casts involved $3.4 billion. In addition,
having polled most of the committee
membership personally, I can assure
my colleagues that the votes were
there to add back multiyear funding
for the B-1, regardless of what action
the committee might have taken con-
cerning economic assumptions.

I might note that two or three Sena-
tors were at work identifying other
programs where savings could be
achieved so that multiyear funding of
the B-1 can be authorized by the com-
mittee.

There has also been concern that
these economic adjustments appeared
out of thin air, and that other Federal
agencies or congressional committees
should now await some similar budget
adjustment. The real situation is pre-
cisely the reverse. In April, the admin-
istration published an economic
update for the Federal Government
which outlined the impact of changing
economic trends on the fiscal year
1984 budget request. However, the
April economic update contained no
adjusted numbers for national de-
fense. It was not until late June that
the Office of Management and Budget
and the Department of Defense re-
solved their differences and arrived at
an administration position approved
by the President. So, in fact, the eco-
nomic changes in this bill are only a
reflection of the April update which
has already been applied to other Fed-
eral agencies.

Finally, Mr. President, I would like
to summarize the scope of the reduc-
tions in this bill. In my view, it is es-
sential that Senators understand three
things when they vote on this bill:

First, reductions are widespread.
When you cut the defense budget by
nearly $14 billion, virtually all areas
are going to experience reductions.
There are few, if any, areas which are
considered sacrosanct in this bill;

Second, we are losing—or at least
postponing—real military capabilities
when we cut defense. In this bill, we
have suspended the production of
three programs—the A-6E and T-34C
aircraft, and the Copperhead guided
projectile—and eliminated funding for
more than two dozen aircraft and 120
tanks; and

Third, and I want to make this point
crystal clear—these funding reductions
will cause us to take a giant step back-
ward from our goal of finally injecting
stability in defense procurement.
These reductions are certain to result
in increased unit costs. Because of
budget constraints we have denied
multiyear funding for eight programs,
programs for which we are certain to
have long-term requirements. While
accusing the Department of Defense
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of a multitude of inefficiencies, the
Congress—with what in my view is a
shortsighted and unjustified call for
defense budget reductions—must bear
the blame for funding instability
which causes so much of the cost
growth in defense programs. In deny-
ing multiyear procurements, we are
declaring that we cannot afford to
invest money up-front to save money
in the long term.

Mr. President, I voted against the
conference report on the budget in
part because I believed the reductions
targeted for defense are too high. In
reducing the President’s request for
defense by this magnitude, I believe
we are reneging on the defense pro-
gram Congress approved in 1981, and
we are surely sanctioning many of the
inefficiencies in procurement so many
critics have cited.

Because it is the apparent will of the
majority of the Congress, the commit-
tee has agreed to abide by the ceilings
proposed in the budget resolution. I,
for one, will do everything in my
power to see that other committees
exercise the same degree of self-disci-
pline on funding nondefense pro-

Mr. President, because of these con-
gressionally mandated defense budget
reductions the committee, in its effort
to comply with the apparent will of
Congress, is compelled to recommend
funding reductions in validated mili-
tary programs which are bound to
result in layoffs—thus compounding
an already unacceptable unemploy-
ment situation in this country.

Now, Mr. President, I am prepared
to yield to the ranking minority
member, Senator Jackson, for any
statement he may wish to make. I
would also encourage Members to in-
troduce their amendments as soon as
possible as it is my intention to com-
plete action on this bill by Wednesday
evening.

However, Mr. President, before I
yield the floor I would be remiss if I
did not express my heartfelt thanks,
and I think the thanks of all of us on
the majority side of the committee, to
Senator Jackson for his great states-
manship, his cooperation, in moving
the bill expeditiously, for his good and
wise counsel.

He is, I think, an extremely valued
member of our committee. He is a very
senior member. I have learned much
at his feet in the years that I have had
the privilege of serving on the commit-
tee. I have worked with him on many
defense issues and always am glad to
be his coworker. He has done a cham-
pion job, and I want to thank him too
for his lucid remarks on the commit-
tee’s action in response to some ques-
tions by Senator METZENBAUM.

With that, Mr. President, I will yield
the floor for the opening remarks of
the Senator from Washington.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Texas, for his kind remarks.

Mr. President, as we begin delibera-
tions on the fiscal year 1984 Defense
Authorization Act, I would like to take
a moment to commend Senator TOWER
for the outstanding leadership he has
displayed as chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services. His dedication
in shepherding the bill that is before
us through the committee has been
truly admirable. The distinguished
Senator from Texas is a fair-minded
individual whose devotion to the na-
tional interest and abilities as a leader
have helped make our very difficult
deliberations a truly bipartisan en-
deavor. 1 have immensely enjoyed
working with him and with my other
colleagues on the committee, all of
whom have spent long hours laboring
over this bill. I would also like to com-
mend the entire staff of the commit-
tee for the high professionalism of
their work.

Mr. President, a strong, capable, and
vigorous national defense is absolutely
essential at this juncture in our histo-
ry. We have enjoyed independence and
prosperity as a nation for the past 207
years, but these favorable conditions
will not automatically continue with-
out persistent effort on our part. On
the other hand, if we make that
effort, our Nation will remain a posi-
tive force in the world for peace, sta-
bility, and individual freedoms.

A troubled world looks to the United
States for leadership and direction,
perhaps more now than ever in our
history. A strong and resolute United
States acts as a powerful beacon and
example to all nations, providing en-
couragement to forces of liberty and
democracy in every corner of the
Earth. The will and confidence of our
allies, in particular, rests heavily on
their perceptions of our own resolve
and strength. This is one reason it is
so essential that we maintain a vigor-
ous national defense.

Another reason is the simple fact
that the world we live in can be a dan-
gerous place. It is a world that poses
real threats to our survival and pros-
perity as a nation. The greatest threat
that the United States now faces is
that posed by the Soviet Union. The
Soviets have massively expanded their
military forces in the past two dec-
ades, posing an increasingly serious
and direct threat to the United States
and its allies. Over the same period,
Moscow has stepped up its worldwide
support of radical, anti-American re-
gimes and groups throughout the
world; the resulting conflict and up-
heaval threaten our well-being and re-
quire our attention. Nevertheless, if
we do what is necessary to maintain
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our strength, we need not fear our ad-
versary.

Mr. President, the Department of
Defense authorization bill before the
Senate today, S. 675, is intended to
provide the necessary means for safe-
guarding our Nation’s security. The
bill authorizes roughly $200 billion for
procurement, research, operations,
and other essential activities of our
Armed Forces.

The Committee on Armed Services
has worked on this legislation with
full awareness of the severe budgetary
constraints that the Nation now faces.
Budgetary constraints have not al-
lowed us to fund every program that
might be desirable. They have not pre-
vented us, however, from authorizing
that which is essential. By keeping its
priorities clear, the committee has
managed to make necessary cuts in
the President’s budget request so as to
meet the target set by the first concur-
rent budget resolution. In so doing,
the committee has demonstrated its
fiscal responsibility, while yet assuring
that the security of our Nation can be
maintained.

Three basic principles have guided
my work and that of many of my col-
leagues on the committee in reviewing
the administration’s proposed defense
budget for fiscal year 1984 and in rec-
ommending reductions in or additions
to that budget.

DETERRENCE
First, we recognize the imperative of
maintaining a credible deterrent. The
United States and its allies must
retain military forces in various cate-

gories sufficient to deter aggression
from any quarter. The credibility of
our strength and the steadiness of our
hand are essential facts both in pre-
venting war and in enabling the
United States to undertake positive
foreign policy initiatives. I would also
remind my colleagues that our princi-
pal adversary, the Soviet Union, has a
history stretching back into czarist
time of avoiding risk and backing
down in the face of military strength
and political will.

Numerous U.S. defense efforts and
programs contribute to the mainte-
nance of allied military forces able to
deter aggression. It is important that a
proper balance be struck among them.
High on our list of priorities in this
regard has been the readiness of our
present Armed Forces. It is important
that current readiness not be sacri-
ficed in the process of procuring new
and more modern weapons.

Maintaining deterrence requires,
furthermore, that research and devel-
opment be pursued vigorously, both at
a basic and at an applied level. Financ-
ing current procurement programs at
the expense of essential R&D would
be robbing from our future deterrent.
This we simply must not do.

Yet another essential element in
maintaining deterrence is the ongoing
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modernization of our force structure.
Once current readiness and crucial re-
search and development programs
have been funded, it is important that
modernization through new procure-
ment be attended to. Deterrence a few
years hence will rely heavily on new
weapons systems going into produc-
tion today.
ARMS CONTROL

Mr. President, the second fundamen-
tal principle that has guided my own
work and that of many of my col-
leagues has been the crucial impor-
tance of providing our national leader-
ship with the means and leverage to
pursue sensible arms control negotia-
tions. This requires among other
things that the triad of our strategic
forces be maintained and that its
three legs be modernized.

It requires, moreover, that we do not
allow our adversary to build highly de-
structive new weapons systems to
which we have no counter. In in-
stances where the Soviet Union has
unilaterally deployed massive numbers
of new weapons—such as the SS-20’s
that now threaten Western Europe—
we may be forced to fund and deploy
countervailing systems, even as we
pursue arms control negotiations in-
tended to make such counterdeploy-
ments unnecessary.

In other words, even while funding
certain weapons programs in this bill,
we hope that successful arms control
negotiations will allow us to forgo or
limit some programs in the future. By
means of this legislation we are pro-
viding the administration with a solid
basis for pursuing arms control negoti-
ations with seriousness and resolve.

KEEPING FAITH WITH OUR ARMED SERVICES

A third and final principle that has
been fundamental to the legislation
before us is the obligation we feel to
assure the welfare and maintain the
confidence of the men and women of
our armed services. We must keep
faith with them. They, after all, are
our most valuable national asset when
it comes to the defense of the country.

It is therefore imperative that we
never send a signal to our servicemen
or servicewomen, through discrimina-
tory pay cuts or caps, that they are in
any way less important to the Nation
than are its civil servants or civilian
work force.

EKeeping these principles and prior-
ities in mind, Mr. President, I would
like to discuss a number of items from
the legislation before us.

STRATEGIC AND THEATRE NUCLEAR FORCES

In the area of strategic forces we
have acted to provide for moderniza-
tion of all three legs of our strategic
triad. This bill provides the funding
necessary to carry out the recommen-
dations of the Scowcroft Commission.
The bill provides $2.6 billion in re-
search and development funding for
the MX missile, of which $279 million
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is provided for initiating development
of a small single warhead missile; $2.5
billion is authorized for procurement
of 27 MX missiles and their associated
spare parts.

The committee also took significant
actions to strengthen the sea-based leg
of our strategic deterrent. In addition
to the authorization of funding for an-
other Trident submarine, the bill pro-
vides authorization of $1.5 billion for
research and development on the new
Trident II missile.

The committee has recommended
approval of 56 nuclear Tomahawk mis-
siles for deployment aboard Navy
attack submarines. The committee
however, has not recommended pro-
curement of 56 nuclear Tomahawks
planned for deployment on surface
ships because the Navy has not struc-
tured an integrated doctrine for em-
ployment of these surfaced-based
weapons. In addition, as a result of
technical and manufacturing problems
and the cost overruns being experi-
enced on this program the committee
has recommended a reduction from
124 to 88 in the number of Tomahawk
missiles authorized for fiscal year
1984. This action should provide the
Navy and the contractor with suffi-
cient breathing room to get this pro-
gram back on track by fiscal year 1985.

The committee has recommended
authorization of the full administra-
tion request for the advanced technol-
ogy bomber (ATB). This provides the
same funding level that was planned
last year. The bill also provides for full
funding of the B-1B Bomber as re-
quested. This particular recommenda-
tion of the committee is questionable.
It may be ill-advised to rapidly gear up
and acquire tooling sufficient to sup-
port a maximum production rate of 48
aircraft per year for just 1 year, fiscal
year 1986, only to terminate the pro-
gram the following year as currently
planned. Because of foreseeable
budget constraints and a clear need to
dovetail the B-1B and ATB programs,
limiting the B-1B production capacity
to 36 aircraft per year appears to be a
more prudent course. I might add that
the vote in the committee on this issue
was 11 to 7, reflecting the difficulties
several of my colleagues had in sup-
porting the B-1B funding, as request-
ed.
The bill also provides funding for
continuation of the procurement of
240 air-launched cruise missiles in
fiscal year 1984 and preserves the
option to continue this program into
fiscal year 1985 should problems arise
with the advanced cruise missile—a
program which is also funded at the
level requested by the administration.

The committee has also adequately
addressed the crucial matter of thea-
ter nuclear forces. It provided full
funding for the ground launched
cruise missile (GLCM) (120 missiles)
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and the Pershing II (95 missiles). This
should insure that the United States
can pursue the INF arms control nego-
tiations at Geneva in a credible pos-
ture vis-a-vis the U.S.8.R.

SEAPOWER AND FORCE PROJECTION

Mr. President, the committee has
acted to continue the ongoing modern-
ization and expansion of our naval
forces and power projection capabili-
ties. The bill authorizes the procure-
ment of 20 new ships and $9.4 billion
for the Navy shipbuilding and conver-
sion account. The bill provides for
three of the four mine countermeas-
ures ships and two of the three oilers
requested by the administration.

The committee has taken two signif-
icant actions toward enhancing our
amphibious capability and upgrading
the potential of our Rapid Deploy-
ment Force. It has recommended
$1,380 million funding for the first
LDH-1, a more capable follow on to
the LHA. The committee has also con-
tinued the LSD-41 program, authoriz-
ing one ship in fiscal year 1984 and
long-lead funding for two ships in
fiscal year 1985.

The committee has recommended
continuation of the SH-2F Lamps I
ASW helicopter program, although at
a rate of only 6 aircraft versus the 12
requested by the administration.

The committee has also proposed
legislation to deal with the issue of
long-term lease or charter of aircraft
or naval vessels. This legislation re-
quires specific authorization for any
long-term lease, charter, or renewal of
such lease or charter. This legislation
also requires the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and the Department
of the Treasury to publish guidelines
for lease or charter versus buy deci-
sions.

TACTICAL WARFARE

In addressing tactical warfare the
committee has continued funding the
urgently needed modernization of our
conventional forces. However, in ap-
plying reductions necessary to stay
within the guidelines provided by the
budget resolution, we chose to slow
the pace of modernization rather than
reduce the readiness of our current
forces. An example of this emphasis
can be seen in the committee commit-
ment to fund a fleet electronic warfare
and support group aircraft essential
for effective training of our surface
fleet while imposing budget-dictated
cuts in the F-14 and F-18 programs.

The bill provides $792 million for 21
F-14 aircraft in fiscal year 1984, a re-
duction of 3 aircraft and $94 million
from the administration’s request. Al-
though the committee recommends
procuring the F/A-18 in fiscal year
1984 at the levels requested by the ad-
ministration (84 aircraft) the commit-
tee, in recognition of the out-year
budget constraints, has provided ad-
vanced procurement funding for the
same number of aircraft in fiscal year
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1984. This is eight aircraft less than
projected by the administration. The
most significant action with respect to
Navy Tactical Air Forces may be the
committee’'s recommendation to sus-
pend production of the A-6E while in-
creasing production of the EA-6B by
33 percent. The objective of this
action is to provide for more efficient
buys of tactical aircraft while recog-
nizing the constrained budget environ-
ment in which we must operate. It has
become abundantly clear that it is
very inefficient to maintain all of the
production lines currently in existence
to produce a few naval aircraft per
year.

The bill reduces the F-15 program
by 12 aircraft in fiscal year 1984 and
reduces advanced funding for 33 air-
craft in fiscal year 1985, saving just
over $490 million. At the same time it
increases the fiscal year 1984 F-16 buy
by 24 aircraft and advanced procure-
ment for 30 aircraft in fiscal year 1985
at a total increase in cost of $430 mil-
lion.

The committee has also recommend-
ed termination of the MRASM, a pro-
gram for which both Navy and Air
Force support have waned. The com-
mittee has also provided for legislation
which is designed to insure coordina-
tion on a comprehensive joint plan to
develop and procure an airborne sur-
veillance and acquisition system to
detect and track moving formations of
enemy surface units.

The committee has recommended
disproportionately larger reductions in
Army tactical programs than those of
the other services, although it has still
maintained the impetus for the
Army’s most extensive modernization
program since World War II.

The committee has recommended
procurement of 96 AH-64 aircraft for
$1.1 billion, a reduction of $105 million
from the administration request.

The committee has recommended
procurement of 600 Bradley fighting
vehicles as requested by the adminis-
tration, but has recommended that
fiscal year 1985 year procurement be
maintained at the 600 level rather
than ramping up to 830 vehicles as
proposed by the administration.

One program particularly hard hit
by budget reductions was the M-1
tank. The committee has recommend-
ed a buy of 600 tanks in 1984, in con-
trast to the 720 requested by the ad-
ministration and the 855 tanks funded
in the fiscal year 1983 budget. Howev-
er, the committee did recommend ad-
vanced procurement of 720 tanks in
fiscal year 1985.

The committee continued to place
emphasis on the National Guard and
Reserve Forces in support of the tacti-
cal mission. In addition to increased
funding in several specific programs, it
has recommended $100 million for un-
specified procurement for the Army
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National Guard and $25 million for
the Air Guard.

FPREPAREDNESS

The jurisidiction of the Prepared-
ness Subcommittee covers all of the
operation and maintenance accounts
as well as portions of the ammunition
programs in the Army and the Air
Force. Adequate funding of these pro-
grams is essential to maintaining the
readiness and sustainability of our
forces.

The committee’s recommendations
in the preparedness area result in re-
ductions of approximately $2.6 billion
from the President’s request. Al-
though this reduction is large, I think
it can be accommodated with a mini-
mum of disruption to essential readi-
ness activities. Some of the largest re-
ductions in this area, including revised
fuel prices (—$1.3 billion) and lower
purchase inflation (—$521 million), are
no more than pricing adjustments and
will not affect program execution. The
committee fully funded, for example,
the President’s request for depot
maintenance, operating tempos, train-
ing exercises, and real property main-
tenance. We were even able to provide
increase of $46 million to the Army’s
request for training ammunition. How-
ever, I should point out to my col-
leagues that the committee found sev-
eral important readiness programs in
all of the services that we felt were un-
derfunded in the President's fiscal
year 1984 request. Unfortunately due
to the constraints under which the
committee operated, we just were not
able to find the money to increuse
these programs. I make this point only
to urge my colleagues not to support
reductions in the readiness and sus-
tainability programs beyond those rec-
ommended by the committee.

MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL

The committee carefully reviewed
the President’s request for all catego-
ries of defense manpower. For the
Active Forces, the committee author-
ized an active-duty strength of
2,142,674 for fiscal year 1984. This is
an increase of 12,674 over the fiscal
year 1983 strength, but still represents
a reduction of 22,026 from the Presi-
dent’s request. This reduction was
based partly on fiscal constraints.
However, it was also meant to be an
admonition and incentive to the mili-
tary services to seriously consider
transferring missions and units cur-
rently in the Active Force, or pro-
gramed to be added to the Active
Force, to the Reserve components.

For the Reserves, the committee rec-
ommended average strength of
1,036,000 in fiscal year 1984. This rep-
resents an increase of 9,000 over the
level requested by the President, 3,000
of the increase going to the Army Re-
serves and 6,000 to the Army National
Guard.




18542

Civilian manpower levels in the De-
fense Department will be held at
1,056,185 in fiscal year 1984, approxi-
mately the current estimate for fiscal
year 1983. This level is roughly 18,000
below the President’s request. The
committee felt that, with the substan-
tial growth in Defense Department ci-
vilian strength over the last 3 years,
the military services and defense agen-
cies should be able to reallocate exist-
ing civilian manpower to meet essen-
tial requirements for which increases
were requested in fiscal year 1984.

In addition to setting defense man-
power strength levels for fiscal year
1984, S. 675 includes a number of im-
portant legislative provisions to im-
prove Active and Reserve personnel
management practices, to strengthen
the military health care system, and
to enhance the Nation's manpower
mobilization capability. Finally, out of
concern over the growing numbers of
military and civilian personnel as-
signed to management headquarters
and headquarters support functions in
the Defense Department, the commit-
tee has mandated reductions in head-
quarters staffing across all of the mili-
tary services and defense agencies in
fiscal year 1984.

The President’s fiscal year 1984 as-
sumed no cost-of-living for Federal ci-
vilian or military employees next year.
The committee, at the urging of Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle, has
voted to give our servicemen and
women a cost-of-living increase in
fiscal year 1984 equivalent to that now
contemplated for civilian employees in
the Government. It has acted to
assure that this will be an across-the-
board increase, applicable to allow-
ances as well as basic pay—as has been
the past practice—and to insure that it
will take place no later than the cost-
of-living increase for Federal civilian
employees. I personally believe that
this is among the more important deci-
sions taken by the committee.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

As a result of the committee’s ac-
tions, a $1.2 billion reduction in the
military construction areas was made
from the Department of Defense re-
quest. In addition to those projects for
which the services either canceled or
revised a requirement, the committee
did not authorize projects for which
there was insufficient justification or
where funds could not be obligated in
the coming fiscal year. The commit-
tee's thorough assessment of each of
the military construction projects re-
quested for fiscal year 1984 has result-
ed in prudent cutbacks, consistent
with the need to accommodate the
Senate’s budget ceiling for defense, or
reductions which do not compromise
our essential defense interests.

Two areas in which reductions were
made deserve special emphasis. First,
as a result of the new basing scheme
for the MX missile, the military con-
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struction requirements for the MX
were reduced by approximately $400
million. Second, several initiatives in
the areas of military construction were
taken to address concern by the com-
mittee over the contribution of our
allies to the common defense. Funding
for several NATO projects for which
U.S. military construction funds were
requested was denied by the commit-
tee. The committee believes NATO
funding should be sought for these
projects and continues to urge meas-
ures to increase the level of burden-
sharing in the collective defense effort
on the part of our allies. The commit-
tee is also very concerned over the
family housing situation in NATO and
hopes the level of effort by our allies
in this area will be increased. The
committee has recommended that this
housing be built with U.S. manufac-
tured housing. Such housing according
to committee testimony can be built at
about the same total cost per unit as
those built for the United States by a
foreign government.
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

The committee recommendation for
the fiscal year 1984 DOE budget repre-
sents a net $200 million reduction
from the administration’s request. The
reductions included delays in facilities
for producing the SM-2 warhead, the
ASW warhead, and the Sentry war-
head.

The committee included $5 million,
as requested, for conceptual design
work on a new production reactor
which the Department of Energy
stated in hearing testimony will be
necessary by about 1995. The commit-
tee increased the verification and con-
trol technology program by $5.4 mil-
lion to continue an aggressive program
in research on new nuclear detection
techniques.

The committee fully funded the op-
erating expenses and construction ac-
tivities related to the disposal of de-
fense nuclear wastes which have been
accumulating for about 40 years. The
committees’ action supports getting
started on the disposal plan for all the
transuranic and high-level defense
wastes as set forth in the Presidential
report recently submitted to the Con-
gress.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Among the general provisions in-
cluded by the committee, two were of
the greatest interest to me. The first
dealt with use of polygraph examina-
tions in the Department of Defense.
At my urging the committee adopted,
without objection, an amendment
which prohibits the Pentagon from
taking adverse actions against military
or civilian employees based solely on
polygraph test results or the refusal to
submit to a polygraph exam. It also re-
quires reports from the President and
Secretary of Defense on the need for
and implications of plans for expanded
use of the polygraph in DOD. Of

July 11, 1983

course, the committee is not interested
in protecting individuals who would
cavalierly deal with national security
information or deliberately reveal it in
violation of law or regulation. Thus,
the provision does not ban polygraph
use, but recognizes that the polygraph
is an inherently unreliable instrument.
Individual’s careers cannot be made to
turn solely on the results of, or on
their justifiable fears about, such an
exam.

Second, the bill includes a provision
permitting DOD to propose to the
Congress the disposal of certain real
property owned by the Department.
Congress must approve each proposed
disposal, and the bulk of any profits
are covered into the Treasury. I am
not comfortable about giving DOD
this authority to exclude any Govern-
ment property out of the longstanding
procedures established under the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act. But my primary concern was
to protect existing statutory mecha-
nisms for channeling surplus Govern-
ment land—including DOD land—to
park and recreation use. This mecha-
nism, which I helped put into place in
the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act in 1970, has been of
great benefit to State and municipal
governments in many of our States. As
reported, DOD would be able to dis-
pose of land under its new authority
only after the Secretary of the Interi-
or has had an opportunity to deter-
mine whether the land is suitable for
use as a park or recreation area. This
modification to the original proposal
should help maintain a priority that
has been given in the past to alloca-
tion of excess Government lands for
such uses.

Mr. President, I believe we have a
balanced bill, a good bill. It will be
open for amendments. I would trust
that the Members of this body will
review carefully the work of the com-
mittee. As I said at the outset, it has
been a bipartisan effort with one in-
terest in mind—the national security
of the United States of America.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GOLDWATER addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, is
there a limitation on time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is no limitation on time.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
as chairman of the Tactical Warfare
Subcommittee I report on the tactical
portions of the fiscal year 1984 De-
partment of Defense authorization bill
with mixed feelings. I am pleased that
this bill will continue the moderniza-
tion of most of our conventional
forces. However, I am disappointed
that in order to comply with congres-
sionally mandated budget reductions
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we have been forced to reduce the pro-
duction rates of several vital programs.
These reduced production rates will
inevitably result in higher unit costs
and slower deliveries of new equip-
ment to our inventory.

In the long run, these decisions will
result in our paying more for defense
than we would have under the admin-
istration's original proposal. In my
opinion, this is a very shortsighted
way to go about meeting our responsi-
bilities to provide for our national se-
curity. By cutting the defense budget,
as we have been compelled to do, we
will end up paying more to get less. I
hope that all those who participated
so enthusiastically in reducing this de-
fense budget will remember their par-
ticipation when, next year, they read
the familiar rush of press reports
about continued cost growth in de-
fense programs. Let us not kid our-
selves. By repeatedly stretching out
programs and denying production rate
buildups, we are as much to blame for
cost growth as anyone in the Pentagon
or industry.

Mr, President, I would also like to
express my profound disappointment
at the way this body has allowed itself
to become so0 encumbered by the
budget process. We have reached the
point where the entire legislative year
is now virtually consumed by the task
of passing our annual appropriation
bills. The Budget Act of 1974, which
was intended to streamline the proc-
ess, has in fact produced just the op-
posite effect. Like a bureaucracy that
has gone too long without a house
cleaning, we have become mired in
layer upon layer of duplicated effort
and overlapping responsibilities.

I have yet to hear a persuasive ex-
planation of why we must have one
committee to set overall spending
levels, a second to authorize expendi-
tures and a third to appropriate funds
for those expenditures, if they have a
mind to do it. There has got to be a
more efficient way of doing business. I
remind you that last year we were
here late into December in our efforts
to pass the 1983 appropriations bills.
And the fact of the matter is we failed.
We ended up passing a continuing res-
olution which would provide for ap-
propriations for an entire fiscal year.
We took the easy way out—a short
cut—and in so doing we neglected one
of our primary responsibilities to the
country, its defense.

Mr. President, we are in this mess
not because of a lack of diligence or
good intentions on the part of any
Member of this body, but because the
procedure that we have set up is
simply not working. As a legislative
body, we are like a drowning man,
struggling vigorously but accomplish-
ing little. Major issues deserving the
attention of this body must be de-
ferred or given only superficial consid-
eration, because so much of our time is
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consumed by an inefficient budget
process.

Mr. President, as the distinguished
majority leader, Senator BAKER, re-
cently remarked, we have allowed this
body to evolve into an institution that
bears little resemblance to what was
conceived by the Founding Fathers.
Having first come to this body 30
years ago I have witnessed much of
that evolution. And I can tell you that
some intelligent reform is long over-
due.

Referring just briefly to the subject
of committees, Mr. President, and I
intend to speak at great length on this
sometime in the near future, the
Armed Services Committee has as one
responsibility, its first, the authoriza-
tion of equipment. This committee
spends, Mr. President, months. We
have staffs of experts, men who have
spent, for example, I imagine a total
of over 20,000 hours flying military
aircraft. We have men extremely well
acquainted with the difficult subject
of ships at sea. We have men acquaint-
ed with the problems facing the man
on the ground, the soldier. These staff
members and members of the commit-
tee spend many, many weekends, Mr.
President, out in the field studying the
weapons systems, talking with the
troops, talking with the airmen, talk-
ing with the sailors, so that we might
have a better idea of what we are
doing.

After months and months of consid-
eration, this process goes through a
final one of our subcommittee and the
full committee deciding on what we
will authorize.

Mind you, Mr. President, I am not
saying this committee or my subcom-
mittee are the sole possessors of
knowledge in this field, but I will put
the knowledge in the field of our sub-
committee and our Armed Services
Committee against the Appropriations
Committee and the Budget Committee
any time. It is not that they do not
have efficient staff members; they do.
But, Mr. President, I hope the body
will keep in mind when this authoriza-
tion is voted on, it travels over to the
House, we have to have a joint meet-
ing on what both Houses have agreed
on, then it comes back here for an-
other vote, then to the Budget Com-
mittee and then to the Appropriations
Committee who will be the final
people who will decide on just how
this country will be defended in the
coming years.

I do not want to sound egotistical or
self-centered in this, but I would much
rather depend on a committee made
up of a staff and members of experts
than on a committee whose determina-
tion on the armed services money is
only a small part—or even say a big
part; it is just a part of what they have
to do. I am very hopeful that, in the
few years I have left around here, I
shall be able to see a reconstruction of
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the whole idea of the budget concept.

It is a good idea, it just is not working.

We are neglecting, week after week,

day after day, important things that

al{‘st be done for this country by this
y.

Mr. President, returning to the de-
fense authorization bill, I will high-
light some of the committee’s recom-
;nenda.t.ions in the area of tactical war-
are.

For the Army, we have reduced the
administration’s request for the
Apache helicopter—which, by the way,
is made in my State—by 16 helicop-
ters. We have also recommended a re-
duction in the production rate of the
M-1 tank from the administration’s re-
quest of 720 vehicles per year to a
level of 600 per year. This recommen-
dation is based on the conclusion that
the Army will not be able to sustain
the higher production rate so long as
Congress insists on continually reduc-
ing the defense budget. While these
two recommendations will save us
money in the short run—about $330
million in fiscal year 1983—they will
add considerably to the overall cost of
the programs. As I said earlier, we will
spend more to get less.

In the Navy, we have once again ex-
pressed concern over the growing
number of aircraft procurement lines.
Last year, there were 13, this year
there are 16, and next year, the Navy
projects there will be 20. To remedy
this situation, we have proposed that
the production line of the A-6E In-
truder and the T-34 Mentor be sus-
pended. In the case of the A-8E, we
have endorsed a program that will in-
crease the maintainability, survivabil-
ity and the capabilities of future pro-
duction A-6E's. It is expected that
after a suspension of 5 years, the A-6E
line will be reopened and we will then
be able to produce the aircraft at a
rate more effective than the current
six aircraft per year.

In order to comply with budget re-
strictions, we have also recommended
the following reductions: 5 AV-8B
Harriers, 3 F-14 Tomcats, and 2 C-2
Greyhound COD aircraft. We have
recommended approval of the adminis-
tration’s request for Navy Sidewinder
and Sparrow missiles, but have recom-
mended a reduction of $81 million
from the administration’s request for
the procurement of Phoenix missiles.
This would deny the administration’s
request for surge production funding
for the Phoenix and will sacrifice
economies associated with higher rate
production.

For the Air Force, we have recom-
mended a reduction of 12 F-15s from
the administration’s request for 48 air-
craft. Offsetting this reduction is an
addition of 24 aircraft to the adminis-
tration's request for 120 F-16's. The
procurement of these additional F-16’s
will help to achieve a more economical




18544

production rate and will also enable
the Air Force to continue the modern-
ization of Air National Guard units.

The committee recommends approv-
al of the funding requested to conduct
the alternate fighter engine competi-
tion, which has generated so much
controversy over the past 2 years. The
committee strongly supports the ad-
ministration’s efforts to increase the
reliability of our fighter engines while,
at the same time, reducing the cost of
these engines through competition.

We have also recommended reduc-
tions in the funds requested for air-
craft spares and aircraft modifications.
And I tell you quite frankly, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I am not happy about
having to make these recommenda-
tions. We have come a long way over
the past 3 years toward increasing our
availability rates and I am not eager to
begin backsliding now. But, as the
chairman stated in his opening state-
ment, if we are to absorb these budget
reductions in a balanced fashion, vir-
tually all areas of the budget will be
affected.

Mr. President, that briefly summa-
rizes the recommendations of the Tac-
tical Warfare Subcommittee.

I am pleased with the quality of the
review each of the subcommittee mem-
bers performed to insure that the ex-
penditures authorized in this bill are
both necessary and reasonable. I
would particularly like to thank the
three new members of our subcommit-
tee, Senators KeENnNEDY, WiLsON, and
BincaMman, for their valuable contribu-
tions and genuine dedication to the
task of preparing this authorization
bill. I would also like to thank Sena-
tors WARNER, JEPSEN, and LeviN, who
have become the old hands on our sub-
committee, for their consistently out-
standing participation. I am grateful
to each of them for their interest and
hard work.

I would be extremely neglectful, Mr.
President, if I did not mention the
members of my staff on the subcom-
mittee and the members of the full
staff who performed so beautifully in
this matter. I am grateful to every one
of them for their work in this area.

THE CARTER BRIEFING BOOK
AFFAIR

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
may I make a brief comment on some-
thing not related to this subject?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may proceed.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
as all of us have, I have just returned
from our July 4 recess at home. It was
a relief to be away from Washington. I
did not read a thing in my local news-
paper about the so-called Carter epi-
sode or how come the President got
part of Mr. Carter’s secret papers per-
taining to the debate. That was a
relief, believe me, because if you live in
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Washington and you read the morning
papers—and there is no evening paper,
unfortunately—you would have to
come to the conclusion that there is
nothing around here but a bunch of
crooks. The same newspaper did not
say a doggone word about a man
named Lyndon Johnson, when he
knew more about my speeches before I
read them than I knew myself.

I do not know what you have to be
around this place to be holy. I guess if
I had been born in Texas, I would be
considered above bowing to those
things.

Then I read in the Wall Street Jour-
nal the other day that the eminent
journalist, George Will, is going to be
chastised by losing a paper here and
there for having helped a man of his
choice. Oh, you say anything that vio-
lates the first amendment and, my
God, the newspaper people in this
country go ape. But let one of their
members support a President and say
s0; you would think that someone had
just torn down the temple.

Mr. President, it is amusing to watch
the evening television shows, particu-
larly the Agronsky show.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
from Arizona yield on this issue?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is the Senator sug-
gesting that there was someone in-
volved in his campaign who was leak-
ing material to Lyndon Johnson, who
was running at that time?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am not
making that now. That was common
knowledge at the time. It was pub-
lished in the press, made known over
the TV and radio. In fact, it was my
unfortunate duty one morning to ask a
young lady to leave my train, a very
attractive young lady too, I might say,
because she was busy stealing material
out of my mimeograph room.

We knew about it. Johnson’s office
knew about it. It was going on. It has
been going on around here, I guess,
ever since the days of George Wash-
ington, although he might turn over
in his grave if I said so and, if he does,
I apologize.

What I am trying to get at is I think
the Senator from Massachusetts is as
aware of these things as I am, not that
we have performed it, but we have
watched it. I watched the evening tele-
vision show I nmentioned, Mr.
Agronsky's show. You would think
these columnists never took political
sides. I do not know a man in the writ-
ing profession who has not ap-
proached a typewriter sometime and
banged out a piece that says, let us de-
stroy this President, let us elect that
man; let us get rid of this Senator, let
us elect that man.

It is a laughable joke, Mr. President,
what is going on in this town in the
name of news. There are a lot more
important things around here. I
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cannot think of any right now that are
important here, but get me out to Ari-
zona and I can think of a lot of impor-
tant things that people are interested
in: Getting their taxes cut, getting this
body to act in a more responsible way,
getting down to the business of this
country and stop worrying about the
fact that some of Mr. Carter’s papers
wound up in the hands of Mr. Reagan,
given to Mr. Reagan undoubtedly by
some member of Mr. Carter's staff
who did not like Mr. Carter. That goes
on all the time.

Mr. President, I just wanted to stand
up and vent my little feelings on this.
It is sort of funny to come back and
watch this town literally falling apart
at the seams for a happening that has
been going on ever since there have
been newspapers in this town.

I do not defend any member of the
press, nor do I castigate any member
of the press. They are all guilty, just
as we are, of taking sides in politics.

That is all I have to say. I yield the
floor.

OMNIBUS DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1984

The Senate resumed consideration
of the bill (S. 675).

Mr. TOWER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion of the Senator from Texas to
waive section 402.

Mr. METZENBAUM and Mr.
TOWER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. I am sorry, there was
some shouting going on in the Cham-
ber, and I could not quite understand.
It is my understanding that the
motion of the majority leader is the
pending business. Am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. TOWER. At this point the
Senate might be interested in knowing
how long the debate on this issue will
go on. I am prepared to stay all night
if necessary, through the day tomor-
row, whatever is required. It is a little
unusual to filibuster a pro forma
motion like this, particularly when a
committee has been as cooperative as
ours with the Budget Committee in
honoring the budget process. But I am
prepared to vote on this issue now. I
hope that other Senators will feel in-
clined to permit us to get on with our
business.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena-
tor from Texas yield for a question?

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena-
tor from Texas be good enough to
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advise the Senator from Ohio with ref-
erence to the exchange he had with
Mr. Stockman back in May as to
whether or not—I think the Senator
indicated in connection with that $2.1
billion—

Mr. TOWER. I did not have an ex-
change with Mr. Stockman on that
issue.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Was there a
letter from him at that time?

Mr. TOWER. There was no letter
from him at that time. They were esti-
mating DOD savings due to revised in-
flationary assumptions, but we could
not get validation of those numbers.
We discussed it in committee. The
committee elected not to consider that
in our mark, and we proceeded on a
different course until such time as
those numbers were validated.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I want to
repeat a question I asked before, but I
am not sure I received the correct
ANSwWer.

Did the Armed Services Committee
ever notify the Budget Committee
that the $2.1 billion in savings was to
be effected?

Mr. TOWER. I do not recall that
there was any formal notification by
the Armed Services Committee to the
Budget Committee. The Budget Com-
mittee has a much better flow of infor-
mation from virtually all sources on
budgetary matters than does the
Armed Services Committee. I am sure
that that information was available to
the Budget Committee. I do not know
that it was incumbent on the Armed
Services Committee to discuss that
with the Budget Committee, and I do
not think it is relevant.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I should like to
just point out to the manager of the
bill that I do serve on the Budget
Committee; that I never heard of the
$2.1 billion. I think, had we heard of
it, it is very likely that the Budget
Committee would have arrived at a
different figure as far as the Defense
Department.

Mr. TOWER. And I
back—

Mr. METZENBAUM. May I finish,
please? That it came as a surprise to
all of us when we read about it in the
paper. I gather it came as a surprise to
the members of the Armed Services
Committee—I think that $2.1 billion is
very significant—that it could just sud-
denly be found.

Mr. TOWER. I yielded to the Sena-
tor for a question. What is the ques-
tion?

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator
answered the question.

Mr. TOWER. It was not just sudden-
ly found, as I have stated. The matter
was discussed back in May. The fig-
ures simply were not validated at that
time. The committee had it within its
power to reject the additional savings
and elected not to take all of it. But
the committee voted to calculate those

respond
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at the budget mark, and that was done
by a bipartisan vote of 11 to 4.

Members of that committee or any
Senator can, once we get into this bill,
question this matter or offer amend-
ments to reduce the bill by whatever
amount they choose and by whatever
programs they choose.

So I would hope we could get on
with the business and get into substan-
tive debate, because this is not rele-
vant to the budget waiver. The budget
waiver simply has to do with timeli-
ness.

The fact is that right now, the
Armed Services Committee is being
punished by a member of the Budget
Committee, maybe by several mem-
bers of the Budget Committee; I do
not know—I see some others around—
for having cooperated with the budget
process in waiting until the budget
process had been completed on the
first concurrent before reporting its
bill. It could have reported its bill
prior to May 15. It would not have re-
quired a budget waiver. It could have
sent any figure, in fact, that it wanted
and taken advantage of any savings
that it felt it wanted to take advantage
of, whether validated or not.

Now, if the Senator wants to delay
the consideration of the bill, he has a
right—the budget waiver motion is
subject to debate—but I do not intend
to get into the substance of the bill
when what is the pending business is
simply a pro forma resolution. So I do
not intend to debate the substance of
the bill but let the Senator from Ohio,
if he can think up enough substantive
comments to make on a simple pro
forma resolution, go ahead and do so. I
suggest that the proper time to discuss
the substance of the bill would be
when we get on the bill itself.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts is recog-
nized.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, I
would like to express my appreciation
to the Senator from Arizona for his
kind comments about me and my col-
leagues for our work on the Tactical
Warfare Subcommittee. I had the op-
portunity to attend most of the hear-
ings and to work with the Senator
from Arizona both in the subcommit-
tee and the full committee. I think all
of us are very much in his debt for his
experience in and knowledge of na-
tional security issues. He was always
extremely accommodating to the
members of the subcommittee.

Mr. President, I would like to com-
ment on the issue that has been raised
by the Senator from Ohio (Mr. MeTz-
ENBAUM) on budgetary procedure. The
point he raises should be a matter of
major concern to this body. It is one of
the main reasons that I reserved sup-
port for the bill that is now before the
Senate.
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It is true that the Armed Services
Committee conformed with the budget
resolution, but the amount that we set
out to authorize in the Armed Services
Committee was based on 5 percent real
growth.

Basically, the Armed Services Com-
mittee now wants to have it both
ways—take the mark, which was $268
billion, and have Mr. Stockman come
in with a recalculated estimate of the
rate of inflation and thereby actually
increase the total percentage of real
growth. So now, in effect, we have not
fulfilled the understanding of this
body that we were going to have 5 per-
cent real growth in the defense
budget.

The Senator from Texas is quite cor-
rect that we have not violated the
budgetary requirements of the first
budget resolution. But the point of the
Senator from Ohio about the disci-
pline which the various committees
should exercise is very important. The
Armed Services Committee and its
subcommittees worked very long and
hard, as the Senator from Arizona
knows, in trying to reach its particular
mark. The Tactical Warfare Subcom-
mittee spent many hours deciding
which weapons systems it was going to
approve and at what cost. Then, sud-
denly, this recalculation was made a
few hours before final consideration
and new savings were available. And
they were new, Mr. President.

I had the opportunity to talk infor-
mally with the chairman of the
Budget Committee (Mr. DoMENICI)
right after our committee had con-
cluded its work.

He had absolutely no idea—was com-
pletely unaware—of the $2.1 billion. If
the $2.1 billion was there in May, as
some have claimed, then the chairman
of the Budget Committee would cer-
tainly have been aware of it.

The Senator from Texas is quite
right: We have the power to reverse
decisions which have been made. But
the point the Senator from Ohio, as a
member of the Budget Committee, is
making, is that the administration has
engaged in budgetary trickery and the
Senate should know this before we
begin this debate.

This type of budgetary trickery de-
means the hard work that has been
done by members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and demeans the
entire budgetary process. I think the
American people are probably con-
fused enough trying to understand the
budgetary process, and this kind of re-
calculation in the final hours only
adds to the public's skepticism and
cynicism.

I must say that I do not mean to be
partisan. Many members on the other
side of the aisle expressed disillusion-
ment during the final day of markup.

I believe all of us are mindful of
what the parliamentary situation is
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and that we need authorization legis-
lation on defense.

I also think it is important for us to
understand, at the outset, what kind
of budgetary power play the Armed
Services Committee had to deal with
in its final markup.

Mr. President, I reluctantly voted
against this bill in the Armed Services
Committee because I opposed the fla-
grant budgetary manipulation that aec-
companied the committee’s action.

The executive branch “discovered”
$2.1 billion of additional funds on the
last day of our committee delibera-
tions—enough to fund the multiyear
procurement of B-1 bombers which
our Strategic and Theater Nuclear
Forces Subcommittee had recommend-
ed against. Such statistical trickery
undermines the hard work of the
Armed Services Committee and the
credibility of the entire budgetary
process.

Until the final day of our committee
deliberations, I intended to vote in
favor of this legislation. I disagreed
with some provisions of the bill, but I
was very favorably impressed by the
conscientious process which we fol-
lowed in the committee in marking up
the defense budget.

The budget mark received by the
Armed Services Committee from the
Budget Committee permitted 5 per-
cent real growth in defense spending,
compared to the 10-percent growth re-
quested in the President's budget. To
meet the 5-percent target, the Armed
Services Committee allocated reduc-
tions from the President’s request to
each subcommittee. The subcommit-
tees then marked up their portions of
the defense budget to meet the as-
signed target, and reported their con-
clusions to the full committee.

But then we got the $2.1 billion;
there was no attempt to reallocate
those savings according to subcommit-
tee, even though we had initially re-
duced according to subcommittee.

Mr. President, the procedure worked
very well until the final moments of
our full committee markup. The Stra-
tegic and Theater Nuclear Forces Sub-
committee had recommended deleting
funds for multiyear procurement of
the B-1 bomber and limiting produc-
tion to a rate of three aircraft per
month. This recommendation pro-
duced a saving of $887.7 million in
fiscal year 1984 spending.

The full committee accepted this
recommendation, and would have de-
leted this B-1 funding if the adminis-
tration had not suddenly and conven-
iently revised its estimate of inflation.
I am deeply concerned by this budget
flimflam. I regard this result as bad
budget policy and an insult to the
hard work of this committee.

As a matter of defense policy, there
is no justification for proceeding with
the B-1 bomber. The Air Force’s confi-
dence in the new “stealth” technology
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has led it to accelerate development of
advanced cruise missiles in order to
insure that the bomber leg of the triad
is viable well into the 1990’s. This situ-
ation raises an obvious question that
must be resolved before we proceed
with the B-1 bomber. If the threat
now posed by Soviet air defense justi-
fies trading in the air-launched cruise
missile for a new cruise missile with
stealth technology, then it should also
justify trading in the B-1 bomber,
which has only limited stealth capa-
bilities, and concentrating our re-
sources on building a bomber that
fully incorporates this new technolo-

gy.

I think the Senate should face this
dilemma squarely and impose some
discipline on the Pentagon by choos-
ing between the B-1 bomber and the
stealth bomber. If we were to do so we
could delete the $6 billion for the B-1
program and invite the Air Force to
come back to the committee with a
supplemental request for accelerating
the stealth program. I believe that
makes good defense sense as well as
good financial sense.

Given the uncertainties about the
future military requirements of our
strategic bomber force, there is even
less justification for the committee’s
decision to provide multiyear procure-
ment of the B-1 bomber. The B-1
meets few, if any, of the congressional-
ly mandated criteria for multiyear
funding. In particular, the instability
of the design of the system may very
well reduce multiyear savings in the
future. According to the recent GAO
report on multiyear programs, the B-1
fails to meet four of the five criteria
used to evaluate multiyear contracts,
including cost confidence, funding sta-
bility, design stability, and most im-
portant, projected savings. Indeed, the
GAO report casts considerable doubt
on whether the Air Force can achieve
any of the savings it originally esti-
mated from multiyear contracting.

Mr. President, I hope that the Mem-
bers of the Senate will have an oppor-
tunity to examine that GAO report as
it relates to the multiyear funding of
the B-1 bomber. I will have more to
say about that when an amendment
which I will cosponsor with two other
of my colleagues is before the body,
but I do believe that in preparation for
that particular debate it would be
most valuable for the Members of the
Senate to examine the GAO report on
this issue. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp those rele-
vant sections at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
also voted against this bill in the com-
mittee because it provides funds for
production of the MX missile, chemi-
cal munitions, and nuclear aircraft
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carriers, as well as other weapons sys-
tems that are wasteful or destabilizing.

The idea that more spending means
greater security has led the Reagan
administration to try to produce the
MZX missile, even though it cannot be
protected, and even though it means
building more nuclear weapons at the
expense of the readiness of our con-
ventional forces and our pressing eco-
nomic needs.

I believe in maintaining a triad of
strategic nuclear forces that includes a
survivable land-based leg—not one
that is crippled before it is built. Para-
doxically, the deployment of the MX
will make us weaker, not stronger. At
the present time, the Soviets have
little or no incentive to attack our
Minuteman missiles in their silos. The
MZX, by posing a first-strike threat to
their land-based systems, will increase
the incentive for the Soviet to attack
us in a crisis. Recent data from the Air
Force reveal that just as we begin to
deploy the MX in the later 1980's,
Soviet improvements in missile accura-
cy will give them the capability to de-
stroy all but 1 percent of our fixed-silo
land-based missile force, 1 percent of
100 is 1 surviving MX missile. The
result may well be to tip both sides
toward a launch on warning or launch
under attack strategy that takes us
even closer to the fateful precipice of
all-out nuclear war.

I support vigorous research and de-
velopment of the small ICBM as a
sane alternative to the MX. If the
$279 million in this budget does not
push small missile research and devel-
opment as rapidly as possibly, I would
favor increasing this amount.

I support a national defense second
to none. I support steady, sustained,
and responsible real growth in the de-
fense budget. But excessive growth in
defense is unacceptable. It comes at
the expense of other important pro-
grams, and it adds to the already intol-
erable burden of massive Federal defi-
cits.

Finally, in one of its most important
actions, the Armed Services Commit-
tee recommended a 4-percent cost-of-
living adjustment for our military
forces. This adjustment will be a real
4-percent increase in total military
compensation, not just in basic pay.

The men and women of our Armed
Forces are serving our country with
outstanding skill and dedication. They
deserve not only our gratitude and re-
spect, but a fair wage that is at least
comparable to the compensation of
their civilian counterparts in Federal
service.

I strongly opposed President Rea-
gan's scheme to freeze civilian and
military pay in order to finance his
wasteful increases in military procure-
ment; in fact, the President’s proposal
would actually have slashed the pay of
Federal civilian and military workers
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once inflation is taken into account. I
am pleased that the Armed Services
Committee saw through the Reagan
freeze on military pay, and saw fit to
accept the amendment that I offered
with Senator Exon to grant the same
reasonable cost-of-living adjustment
already agreed upon for civilian em-
ployees of the Government.

In terms of sound defense strategy,
it is fundamentally shortsighted to cut
readiness, manpower, and tactical war-
fare programs in order to preserve
wasteful and unnecessary strategic
and naval forces. It is especially diffi-
cult to justify making such cuts in
order to preserve two new ICBM pro-
grams, five strategic bomber programs,
and three new aircraft carriers and
their battle groups.

We can fashion an effective defense
at a manageable cost. There is no
more important responsibility before
us. But this task requires us to reorder
our defense priorities and reexamine
what is militarily necessary and effec-
tive. It also requires us to deal openly
and candidly with the complex eco-
nomic and military issues in this im-
portant bill, and to demonstrate a
decent respect for the budget process.
I believe the committee failed to meet
its responsibility on these issues, and I
hope that the full Senate will act
wisely to remedy the serious defects in
this particular legislation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ExHIBIT 1
ANALYSIS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE'S

REQUEST FOR MULTI-YEAR CONTRACT AU-

THORITY FOR THE B-1B WEAPONS SYSTEM—

GAO REePORT, JUNE 16, 1983 (EXCERPT)

ASSESSMENT OF THE B-1B MULTIYEAR
JUSTIFICATION

You asked that we also testify concerning
our analysis of the B-1B multiyear justifica-
tion. Overall, we do not believe the Air
Force has demonstrated that the B-1B pro-
gram fully meets the criteria in Public Law
97-86. As you know, the B-1B program cost
estimate, was based on achieving an $800
million (fiscal year 1981 dollars) savings
from multiyear procurement. Therefore,
achieving those savings is important to
maintaining total program cost within the
baseline of $30.5 billion (fiscal year 1981 dol-
lars). The baseline program assumed that
multiyear authority would begin in fiscal
year 1984, The Air Force, however, request-
ed fiscal year 1983 multiyear authority to
initiate economic order quantity (EOQ)
buying of selected B-1B components after it
learned that a fiscal year 1984 multiyear
start would not provide the desired savings.

Cost avoidance and confidence in cost
estimates

In terms of the criteria we presented earli-
er, we believe the cost avoidance figures in-
cluded in the multiyear justification pack-
age (based on budgetary estimates) were
marginal for the engine (4.6 percent), offen-
sive avionics (3.5 percent), and defensive avi-
onies (0.5 percent). The program director
stated that the proposals received con-
firmed the estimated savings, but assumed
that EOQ would start by April 1, 1983. Since
authority to initiate EOQ by April 1, 1983
was not granted, the savings estimate of
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$800 million (fiscal year 1981 dollars) has,
according to the Air Force decreased to
about $600 million (fiscal year 1981 dollars)
assuming authority to start EOQ takes
place in early June 1983.

We understand the proposals, in total,
exceed the amounts budgeted by the Air
Force for those efforts by about 31 percent.
Therefore, it may be difficult for the Air
Force to achieve the savings originally esti-
mated and to acquire the system within the
baseline cost of $20.5 billion (fiscal year
1981 dollars).

Although the Air Force has received pro-
posals from the contractors, the Air Force
denied us access to the proposals because
they believed the proposals should remain
confidential to the negotiation process. The
Air Force does not intend to complete their
analysis on the proposed multiyear prices
with the contractors until they receive mul-
tiyear authority.

The award of the single largest contract
and the one with the greatest potential sav-
ings, the airframe contract, is not planned
until fiscal year 1985. Therefore, negotia-
tions on the major part of the system will
not begin until late 1984 consequently,
there will be little basis for confidence in
the total cost or the estimated cost avoid-
ance until that time.

Design stability

The Air Force has testified that the
design of the B-1B airframe, engine and avi-
onics are stable. However, the operational
testing that remains to be done on the B-1B
could ultimately require some design
change. In our April 13, 1983 report to the
Secretary of Defense (GAO/MASAD-83-21)
we stated:

“The research, development, test and eval-
uation phase for the B-1B, full-scale devel-
opment effort is scheduled to continue into
fiscal year 1987. For fiscal year 1984
through 1987, 51 percent of the research,
development, test and evaluation funds are
to be requested for the B-1B program. Fur-
ther, the development flight testing for the
program is to continue through June 1986.
Avionics flight testing will not start until
July 1984."

Since the operational testing of the B-1B
program is only beginning, there is no basis
to more specifically identify potential
design problems or their impact on the pro-
gram, either based on annual or multiyear
contracting.

Matters for consideration

When the committee is satisfied that the
Air Force has provided sufficient informa-
tion to demonstrate confidence in the
design stability of all B-1B systems, and de-
termines that the B-1B program is an ac-
ceptable candidate for multiyear contract-
ing, it may want to consider quickly approv-
ing EOQ for fiscal year 1983 because the Air
Force states that delay is jeopardizing
claimed savings. We believe, however, that
approval of fiscal year 1983 EOQ authority
and the fiscal year 1984 budget request for
multiyear contracting authority should
carry certain conditions. We suggest the
committee require the Air Force to:

Make a detailed analysis of both mul-
tiyvear and annual proposals for all associate
contractors based on a fiscal year 1984 start
before any multiyear contracts can be
awarded;

Provide a detailed assessment that demon-
strates the extent to which the negotiated
multiyear target prices plus work already on
contract and work not yet on contract com-
nnpares with the $20.5 billion program base-

e.
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In addition, if the Committee wants our
assessment of savings and total program
cost based on negotiated multiyear contract
prices prior to final congressional approval
it should consider requiring the Air Force to
provide all proposals and analyses for GAO
review when the initial negotiation objec-
tives under either multivear and/or con-
tract basis are established. Timely access to
this data would be essential for us to be re-
sponsive to the Committee needs.

This concludes my statement Mr. Chair-
man, and I would be happy to answer any
g:estlom you or the other members may

ve.

CHART 2. —PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF CANDIDATES
[ indicates 3 question whether citeria has been met]
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WiLson). The Senator from Indiana is
recognized.

Mr. QUAYLE. The Senator may go
ahead if he wishes to speak.

What is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question before the Senate is the
motion by the majority leader to waive
the requirements of section 402 of the
Budget Act.

Mr. QUAYLE. Are we ready to vote
on that?

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
if the Senator from Indiana wishes to
be recognized for the purposes of
making a speech, I have no objections
of him doing so. Otherwise, I do
intend to address myself to the
motion.

Mr. QUAYLE. I wonder if the Sena-
tor from Ohio might just be able to
enlighten the Senator from Indiana as
to how long we are going to be on this
procedural motion?

Mr. METZENBAUM. One never
knows.

Mr. QUAYLE. Does the Senator
have any idea?

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator
from Texas indicated that he would
like to work tonight. I am free, and I
am available throughout the night
and morning.

Mr. QUAYLE. What are we going to
work on?

Mr. METZENBAUM. We are going
to talk a little bit about——

Mr. QUAYLE. Leasing?

Mr. METZENBAUM. No. About the
budget.

Mr. QUAYLE. The budget also?

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Defense
Department authorization bill, and I
suggest that if the Senator wishes to
know what we are going to talk about,
he just sit down and listen to me
speak, and he will learn what I am
going to talk about.

Mr. QUAYLE. The Senator cannot
talk a whole lot about the defense au-
thorization bill as we are not there
yet.

Mr. METZENBAUM. If the Senator
cares to make a point of order that the
Senator from Ohio is out of order in
anything that I am saying in the
Chamber, he certainly is at liberty to
do so. Absent that, I intend to address
myself to the issue as I see it before
the Senate.

Mr. QUAYLE, Will the Senator be 1
hour or 2 hours?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I really am not
in a position to respond to the Senator
from Indiana. If he has a commitment
this evening, he can share it with me.

Mr. QUAYLE. I thank the Senator
for shedding a little light on the situa-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
the distinguished manager of the bill
has indicated that discussing the $2.1
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billion adjustment is not relevant, that
it is not relevant in connection with
this waiver and that the only time to
bring that up is when the bill is being
considered.

Mr. President, I have no difficulty
with that issue. When this matter or
any other matter pertaining to this
legislation is on the floor, all aspects
of the matter are relevant, and we are
talking about $2.1 billion that sudden-
ly out of nowhere the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget is
able to find.

A lot of people have said they have
difficulty with his credibility in deal-
ing with Congress and in dealing with
the people of this country, and I am
one of those. I heard him appear
before our committee time and time
and time again about the need to cut
spending and take food out of chil-
dren’s mouths, cut back on medicare
and medicaid, cut back on funds for
education, cut back on all of the
human service programs and not once,
not once since he has been in office
has he found $2.1 billion for those pro-

grams.

Not once has he found half of that
amount or a tenth of that amount.
But suddenly out of nowhere he finds
$2.1 billion. The audacity of the situa-
tion is that the Armed Services Com-
mittee uses the money in connection
with the program that is at issue at
that very moment. That is bad
enough, but then they do something
else. I was not at the committee hear-
ing, so I can, therefore, only quote
from the Washington Post of June 29:

After voting the $888.7 million for the B-1
the committee proceeded to make additions
to the authorization bill to use up most of
the rest of the $2.1 billion.

Hurray, we have got $2 billion. Let
us be sure we spend it all. Never mind
all this talk of the conservatives about
cutting back on spending. We are deal-
ing with the Defense Department au-
thorization bill. Let us spend every
single dime we can find. Let us go
right up to the level.

The distinguished manager of the
bill has said “We did not get up to the
level of the Budget Committee
figure.” But the fact is—and I served
on that Budget Committee—there was
tremendous pushing and pulling and
fighting and negotiating and compro-
missing until we got to the figure that
the Budget Committee agreed upon.
Not all of us agreed upon that figure. I
went along with it at 5 percent, the so-
called 5-percent compromise. But the
facts are that many of us thought it
ought to be considerably less.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield to the
Senator from Massachusetts for a
question.

Mr. KEENNEDY. Was it the under-
standing of the Budget Committee
when they finally gave us the $268 bil-
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lion that it represented a 5-percent
real growth?

Mr. METZENBAUM. Indeed it did.

Mr. KENNEDY. So even though the
Armed Services Committee was con-
forming to the letter of the budgetary
process by coming in under $268 bil-
lion, if we had followed the spirit of
the budget process we would have au-
thorized only 5-percent real growth
and this would have been several bil-
lion dollars below the $268 billion as a
result of the inflation reestimates; am
I not correct?

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator
from Massachusetts is 100 percent ac-
curate.

If we were to have followed the
usual procedures with respect to the 5
percent it would have been 5 percent
and including taking into account the
various inflation factors, economic
projections on the cost of money, we
would, therefore, have set a lower
figure for the 5-percent figure.

We did not know that. Mr. Stock-
man had a secret. He ought to be on
that TV program, “I Have A Secret,”
but the fact is he is supposed to make
his information available to all of us in
Congress and the people of the coun-
try, but he did not share it with us.

Mr. KENNEDY. Am I also correct
that the Budget Committee was in
conference with the House only 2 days
prior to the final day of the Armed
Services markup?

Mr. METZENBAUM. The time when
the Budget Committee was in confer-
ence with the House relative to the
figures agreed upon was very proxi-
mate to the time when Mr. Stockman
advised the Armed Services Commit-
tee of the newly found money. I am
not certain, and I am frank to say to
the Senator from Massachusetts I am
not certain, whether it was 2 days, but
it was very close in time.

Mr. KENNEDY. It is shocking to me
that neither the members of the
Budget Committee, including the
chairman, nor the Democratic or Ré-
publican members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee with whom I have
spoken had knowledge of these infla-
tion savings until the final day of
markup.

I am just wondering whether the
Senator from Ohio finds the manner
in which the administration came up
with savings at the end that would
have changed the whole budget proc-
ess had we known about them at the
beginning flimflam economics?

Mr. METZENBAUM. I do indeed
find it flimlam economics. I would
point out——

l:lﬂr. TOWER. Mr. President, point of
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas will state his
point of order.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, under
rule XIX, section 1(b) I raise the point
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of order that the remarks of the Sena-
tor from Ohio are not germane.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio may only debate
the specific question before the House,
that is upon the motion by the majori-
ty leader to waive section 402 of the
Budget Act.

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator
from Ohio is debating the matter
before the House, and it is my opinion
that neither the Presiding Officer nor
any other Member of this body is in
position to determine otherwise.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
would certainly hope that——

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, is the
point of order sustained by the Chair?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is well taken, and the
Chairman will advise the Senator from
Ohio that is the function of the Pre-
siding Officer.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I appeal the decision of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the appeal.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the ruling of the Chair
is sustained.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum if
that is the way we are going to play.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is objection. The clerk will continue
the call of the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed the
call of the roll.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard from the Senator from
Ohio.

The legislative clerk resumed the
call of the roll.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The legislative clerk resumed the
call of the roll.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The legislative clerk resumed the
call of the roll and the following Sena-
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tors entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names:
[Quorum No. 8 Leg.]

Stennis
Tower
Trible
Wilson

EKennedy
Levin
Metzenbaum

Bir
Cohen
Domenici
Goldwater
Hart Quayle

Helms Riegle

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WiLson). A quorum is not present.
The clerk will call the names of the
absent Senators.

The legislative clerk resumed the
call of the roll and the following Sena-
tors entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names:

[Quorum No. 8 Leg.]

Gorton Stafford

K

- Sy
Wallop

Boschwitz
Chafee
Cochran Leahy
Danforth Mattingly
Ford Rudman

(During the call of the roll Mr.
GOLDWATER occupied the chair.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CoHEN). A quorum is not present. The
clerk will call the names of absent
Senators.

After some delay, the following Sen-
ators entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names:

[Quorum No. 8 Leg.]

Durenberger Lugar

Eagleton Packwood

Grassley Percy

Heflin Proxmire

Humphrey Randolph

Inouye Weicker
Denton Johnston Zorinsky
Dole Laxalt

Mr. BAKER. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
ABDNOR), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ARMSTRONG), the Senator from
New York (Mr. D’AmaTO), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. EasT), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Garn), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. HarcH), the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
the Senator from Florida (Mrs. Haw-
KINS), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
HecHT), the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia (Mr. HeinNz), the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. JEPSEN), the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. KaAsTEN), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. MAaTHIAS), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. MuUR-
KOWSKI), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. NickLes), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. PRESSLER), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Simp-
soN), the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SpecTER), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND),
the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WAaRNER), and the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. RotH), are necessarily
absent.

Mr. BYRD. I announce that the
Senator from Montana (Mr. Baucus),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BOREN), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHILES), the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Burbick), the Senator

Andrews
Baker
Bentsen
Bradley
Bumpers
Byrd
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from California (Mr. CransTON), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. DeCon-
cIN1), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Dixon), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. Dopp), the Senator from Nebras-
ka (Mr. ExoN), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. GLENN), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS), the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. HupDLESTON), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LonG), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. MaTsunaca), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MELcHER), the Senator
from Maine (Mr. MiTcHELL), the Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN),
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. NUNN),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PeLL), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
Pryor), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SarBANES), the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr, Sasser), and the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. TsoNGAs) are
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), is absent
on official business.

(During the call of the roll Mr.
Symwms occupied the Chair.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GorToON). A quorum is present.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, once
again, the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia, the minority leader,
has saved the day. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, we have been on this
quorum call—one or the other of two
quorums—since 2:25 this afternoon. I
anticipated a slow day, but I had not
anticipated it being this slow.

Mr. President, there is nothing more
we can do today on the defense au-
thorization bill. I have a few odds and
ends I should like to take care of
before I put the Senate into morning
business.

ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a
brief period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business to extend not
past 6:50 p.m., in which Senators may
speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10730 A.M,

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until 10:30 a.m. tomor-
row.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF CERTAIN SENATORS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, after
the recognition of the two leaders on
tomorrow under the standing order, I
ask unanimous consent that three
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Senators be recognized on special
orders of not to exceed 15 minutes, in
this order: Senators SPECTER, PROX-
MIRE, and SymMms.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM 12 NOON TO 2 P.M.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, tomor-
row is Tuesday, and the caucuses of
Senators of both parties will occur, as
is the usual practice on Tuesday.
Those caucuses are of a quasi-official
nature. They occur out of the Senate
Chamber and separately. In order to
accommodate that, I ask unanimous
consent that on tomorrow at 12 noon,
the Senate stand in recess until 2 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OR ROUTINE MORNING

BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that any time re-
maining after the execution of the
special orders on tomorrow and prior
to 12 noon be devoted to the transac-
tion of routine morning business, in
which Senators may speak for not
more than 3 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,

will the majority leader be good

enough to respond to an inquiry?

I heard the statement about the spe-
cial orders, and I know that a special
arrangement for the caucuses of the
respective parties will occur. Is it the
understanding of the majority leader

that we will return to the consider-
ation of this bill sometime during the
morning hour?

Mr. BAKER. Yes.

Mr. President, let me put it this way,
because there should be a time tomor-
row, before the caucuses, to get back
to the defense authorization bill, at
which time I believe the appeal of the
ruling of the Chair will be the pending
question.

Mr. President, I modify the request
so that the time for the transaction of
routine morning business will extend
not later than 11:50 a.m., under the
same terms and conditions, and that at
11:50 a.m. the Senate resume consider-
ation of the pending measure. The re-
mainder of the request is as I stated.

We will come in at 10:30 a.m., and
the two leaders will be recognized for
not more than 10 minutes each. There
will be three special orders of not to
exceed 15 minutes each.

There will be a period for the trans-
action of routine morning business,
which will be of indeterminate length,
depending on how long the leaders’
time may be and how long the special
orders may take—routine morning
business until 11:50.

Then, for 10 minutes only, we will
return to the consideration of this
measure; and at 12 o’clock noon we
will recess until 2 p.m.
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Mr. METZENBAUM. So that if the
Senator from Ohio is not on the floor
at 11:50 a.m., that will be adequate to
protect him.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, the
Senate will resume consideration of
this matter at 11:50 a.m.

Mr. METZENBAUM. 1 thank the
majority leader for his courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there is
at least one other Senator who is on
his way to the floor to make the
quorum. The last best hopes we had
were Senator DENTON, who I see has
now arrived in the Chamber, and I ex-
press my gratitude to him for arriving
under difficult circumstances, and the
Senator from West Virginia.

There are two matters that appear
to be cleared for action by unanimous
consent, and I will state them now for
the benefit of the minority leader and
other Senators.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR
CONSIDERATION OF S. 869

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that under the
provisions of the unanimous consent
agreement of June 10 (legislative day
of June 6), the Committee on Foreign
Relations have until July 18 for the
consideration of section 205 of S. 869.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, this ex-
tension is necessary because 2 days
prior to the committee’s scheduled
June 30 markup the Senate adjourned
for the July 4 recess making it impos-
sible to get a quorum of the committee
to complete markup by the July 10
end of the referral period. I have dis-
cussed this request with the chairman
and ranking member of the Banking
Subcommittee. They do not object to
extending the referral period from
July 10 to July 18.

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF
SECRECY—TWO PROTOCOLS
FOR THE EXTENSION OF
THE INTERNATIONAL WHEAT
AGREEMENT, 1971

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, as in ex-
ecutive session, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the injunction of secrecy be
removed from two protocols for the
extension of the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971 (treaty document 98-
5), transmitted to the Senate today by
the President of the United States;
and ask that the protocols be consid-
ered as having been read the first
time; that they be referred, with ac-
companying papers, to the Committee
on Foreign Relations and ordered to
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be printed; and the President’s mes-
sage be printed in the REcoRb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The message of the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Protocols
for the Extension of the Wheat Trade
Convention, 1971, and the Food Aid
Convention, 1980, which Conventions
constitute the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971. The Protocols were
adopted by the International Wheat
Council which met in London in De-
cember 1982 and were open for signa-
ture in Washington from April 4
through May 10, 1983. They were
signed by the Secretary of Agriculture
fl:;r the United States on April 25,

83.

I transmit also, for the information
of the Senate, the report of the Secre-
tary of State with respect to the Pro-
tocols.

The Protocols extend both Conven-
tions through June 30, 1986. They
maintain the framework for interna-
tional cooperation in wheat trade mat-
ters, continue the existence of the
International Wheat Council, and
extend the parties’ commitments to
provide minimum annual gquantities of
cereals food aid to developing coun-
tries.

I ask that the Senate give early and
favorable consideration to the two
Protocols so that ratification by the
United States can be effected at an
early date. Doing so will demonstrate
our continued commitment to coopera-
tion on international wheat trade mat-
ters and to providing food aid to needy
developing nations.

RONALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, July 11, 1983.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
nothing further to address the Senate
this evening.

I look about the Chamber and I see
the Senator from Alabama, Senator
DENTON, two Senators from the State
of West Virginia, and numerous dili-
gent and dedicated staff.

Mr. President, I will now ask that
the Senate stand in recess, since none
of them, including staff, appear to be
seeking recognition.

RECESS UNTIL 10:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move,
in accordance with the order previous-
ly entered, that the Senate stand in
recess until 10:30 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at
6:50 p.m., the Senate recessed until to-
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morrow, Tuesday, July 12, 1983, at
10:30 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Secretary of the Senate July 8,
1983, under the authority of the order
of the Senate of June 29, 1983:

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Paul A. Volcker, of New Jersey, to be
chairman of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System for a term of 4
years (reappointment).

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following Air National Guard of the
United States officers for promotion in the
Reserve of the Air Force under the provi-
sions of section 593(a), title 10 of the Unite
States Code, as amended:

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be lieutenant colonel

Maj. David A. Beasley,
Maj. Teddy E. Brock,

Maj. Gregory J. Maciolek,
Maj. Donald E. Nieser,
Maj. Robert F. Query, I el
Mayj. Charles D. Ralls,
Maj. Kenneth A. Schroer, BB cacccill
Maj. Gary L. Williard,
Maj. George E. Wilson III,

LEGAL

Steven W. Smoger,
CHAPLAIN

Maj. Frank A. Mitolo,
Maj. Xel Sant’Anna, B Ececdl

Executive nominations received by
the Senate July 11, 1983:

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

Charles C. Cox, of Texas, to be a member
of the Securities and Exchange Commission
for the term expiring June 5, 1988, vice
John R. Evans, term expired.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following persons for appointment as
Reserve of the Air Force, the grade indicat-
ed, under the provisions of section 593, title
10, United States Code, with a view to desig-
nation under the provisions of section 8067,
title 10, United States Code to perform the
duties indicated.

MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

Absolon, Karel B.,
Airhart, Richard A.
Brennan, James R.
Brewer, Robert L.,
Camacho, Luis G.,

Maj.

XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
Cates, Donald H., e veeseed
Cayce, John H., RS eeweey
Criares, Nicholas J., IS oveey
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX=-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
McMenamin, Joseph D.
Morrow, Robert L., Jr.

XXX-XX-XXXX

XXX=XX=-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX

XXX=-XX-XXXX
XXX=XX-XXXX
XXX=XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX=XX-XXXX

Sutliff, Lourell E.,
Sweeney, Donal F.,
Tramont, Charles V.,

Vaclavek, Caridad L.,
Walter, Charles T., Jr., ERSUSL0

The following person for appointment as
a Reserve of the Air Force, in the grade in-
dicated, under the provisions of section 593,
title 10, United States Code.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be lieutenant colonel

Harper, Steven V.,

The following persons for appointment as
Reserve of the Air Force (ANGUS) in the
grade indicated, under the provisions of sec-
tions 593 and 8351, title 10, United States
Code, with a view to designation under the
provisions of section 8067, title 10, United
States Code, to perform the duties indicat-
ed.

MEDICAL CORPS

To be colonel

McLean, Thomas N., Il

To be lieutenant colonel

Hagen, William M.,
King, John P.,
Lefton, Theodore E.,
Rosenthal, Paul G., ER/SUSwee

The following officers for promotion in
the Air Force Reserve, under the provisions
of section 8376, title 10, United States Code
(non-EAD).

MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Kidd, Ralph V., I11, IR
Hilsman, Thomas A.,

The following Air Force officer for ap-
pointment as permanent professor, U.S. Air
Force Academy, under the provisions of sec-
tion 9333(b), title 10, United States Code.
Royer, Erlind G.,

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following midshipmen, U.S. Naval
Academy, for appointment as second lieu-
tenants in the Regular Air Force, under the
provisions of sections 541 and 531, title 10,
United States Code, with date of rank to be
determined by the Secretary of the Air
Force.

Brummett, Scott L., aracccill
Bubier, Scott L.,
Greenway, John P.,
Kornchuk, Carl W.,
Smith, Leonard, Jr.,
IN THE ARMY
The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States, in their active duty grades, under
the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 531, 532, 533:
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS
To be magjor
Stearns, James N., Jr., e cdl
To be captains

Barton, Philip W., ISl
Beaudoin, David D. I araccdll
Bodager, Bradley E. BB ool
Brunjes, David H., [rreeotey
Caldwell, John W., Jr., Rlgigeced
Charters, Alexander W., EriSrSreeY
XXX-XX-XXXX

XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX-XX-XXXX

XXX-XX-XXXX

Coyne, James M.

Garza, Joe A, Jr.,
Grimstad, Paul T., JRSeroreed
Hoadley, Michael W., 7SS
XXX-XX-XXXX
Laverdure, Richard P., Brreve?ees
Littlefield, Ralph L., eersvetees
Lodge, Joseph J., Jr., RSy
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XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX=-XX-XXXX
Mellies, Charles
Puffer, Roger C.
Saye, John J., JRILSTS
Short, John J., PR S eaey
Underwood, Antho
Vitaris, Richard W
Wagner, James XXX-XX-XXXX
Walsh, Gary L., RS0y
Wolanin, Stanley J., BREESESI
IN THE ARMY
The following-named officers for perma-
nent promotion in the U.S. Army, and ap-
pointment into the Regular Army as appro-
priate, in accordance with the appropriate
provisions of title 10, United States Code:

To be lieutenant colonel
Caylor, Larry E,,
Kotouch, James H., I accdl
Thomas, Cleveland Jr., IR accdl
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Hinkel, Robert E.,
To be major
Davidson, James D.,
Varin Francis W.,
MEDICAL CORPS
To be magjor

Beson, James L.,
Bryant, Clarence J., IE acacccill

Busack, James A.,
Jumelle, Antoine J. M.,

Parke, Charles D.,
Vanasche, Christopher, IR Scarcdll

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for perma-

nent promotion in the U.S. Army, and ap-
pointment into the Regular Army as appro-
priate, in accordance with the appropriate
provisions of title 10, United States Code:

To be colonel
Hickman, Stanford W.,

To be lieutenant colonel

Kennedy, Catherine L., IEeraccdl
Slakie, Ronald J.,

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Harrell, John C., Iarcdl
DENTAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Woehrle, Richard R., IS dl
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS
To be major

Nockleby, Brian E.,
IN THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named Naval Reserve Offi-
cers Training Corps graduates for perma-
nent appointment to the grade of second
lieutenant in the U.S. Marine Corps, pursu-
ant to title 10, United States Code, section
2107, subject to the qualifications therefor
as provided by law:

Caldwell, Robert H.
Clark, Arthur L.,
Locke, Randall W.,

The following-named U.S. Naval Academy
graduate for permanent appointment to the
grade of second lieutenant in the U.S.
Marine Corps, pursuant to title 10, United
States Code, section 531, subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law:

Mitchell, Troy M.,

XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX=XX-XXXX

XXX-XX-XXXX
XXX=XX=-XXXX
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